


EAELY HISTORY OF mSTITimONS 




LECTUEES 


ON THE 


EARLY fflSTORY OF INSTITUnONS 


Bv Sill UENllY SUMNER MAINE 

K.C.S.1. LUI). F.EA 

ALTllOR OV *AXC11^T LAW* ANU * VI LLAUI. -COM NUN ITlKli IN TUX XANT AN{> WRKT ' 


SKCONl) rnOUSAUD 


LONIXIN 

JOHN MURRAY, ALBEMARLE STREET 

1875 


Tht nght 0/ tran*itU»oH nurred 




TO 


WI1ITTJ5Y STOKES, ESQ. 

TO THK O^kVBniiMKXT OK INOIA IX T1IK t JBiOinUATtVK 

THIS VOLUME IS DEDICATED 


IN IIKCOLI.ECTION OP A LONG OFFICIAL CONNECTION 


AND STILL LONOEIl FRIENDBOIP 




PEEFACE. 


In tlie Lectures printed in this Volume an attempt 
is made to carry farther in some particulars the line of 
investigation pursued by the Author in an earlier work 
on ‘ Ancient Law.* The fortunes of the legal system 
which then supplied him with the greatest number of 
his illustrations have been strikingly unlike those of 
another body of law from which lu* has now endea- 
voured to obtain some new materials for legal and 
social jiistory. The Roman Law lais never ceased to 
be spoken of with de(‘p respect, and it is in fact tin* 
source of the greatest part of the rules by which 
c^il life is still governed in the Western World. The 
Ancient Irish Law, the so-called Brehon I^w, has 
be'in for the most part bitterly condemned by the few 
writers who have noticed it; and/after gradually losing 
whatever influence it once possessed in the country in 
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which it grew up, in the end it was, forcibly sup- 
pressed. Yet the very causes whi^ have denied a 
modem history to the Brehon Law have given it a 
special interest of its own in our day through the 
arrest of its development ; and this interest, the Author 
hopes, is sufficient to serve as his e.xcuse for making 
the conclusions it suggests the principal subject of tlie 
Lectures now published, except the last three. 

The obligations of the Author to various Gentle- 
men for instruction derived from their j^ublishcd 
writings oj* private communications are acknowledged 
in the body of the work, but he has to express his 
especial thanks to the Bishop of Limerick, and to 
Professor Thaddeus O’Mahony, lor facilities ol access 
to the still unpublished translations of Brehon manu- 
scripts, as well as for many valuable suggestions. % 

Tlic Lectures (with the omission of portions) have 
all been delivered at Oxford. 

27 Cornwall Gardens, London, S.W. 

November 1874. 
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LECTURE I. 

NEW MATEIUALS FOR THE EARLY IIISTOHY 

OF INSTITUTIONS. 


The sources of information concerning the early 
history of institutions wliicli have been opened to us 
during the last few years are numerous and valuable. 
On one subject in particular, wliich may be conh- 
dently sfiid to have been almost exclusively investi- 
gated till lately by writers wlio liad followed a false 
path, the additions to our knowledge arc of special 
interest and importance. We at lengtli know some- 
thing concerning the beginnings of the great institu- 
tion of l^roperty^ in Land. The collective ownershi|) of 
the soil by groups of men either in fact iinite<l by 
blood -relationship, or believing or assuming that they 
are^so united, is now entitled to take rank as an 
ascertained primitive phenomenon, once universally 
characterising those communities of mankind between 
whose civilisation and our own there is anyylistinct 

B 
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LANDED PROPERTV IN RUSSIA. 


LECT. I. 


connection or analogy. The evidence has been found 
on all sides of ns, dimly seen and verifiablt with diffi- 
culty in countries which have undergone the enormous 
pressure of the Roman Empire, or which have been 
strongly affected ])y its indirect influence, but perfectly 
plain and unmistakcablc in the parts of the world, 
peoj)led by the Aryan race, wliere tlie Em])ire has 
made itself felt very slightly or not at all. As regards 
the Sclavf)nic communities, the enfranchisement of the 
peasantry of the Russian dominions in Europe has 
given a stimulus to enquiries which formerly had at- 
tractions for oidy a f<uv curious observers, and the 
amount of information collected has been vely large. 
We now know much more clearlv than we did before 
that the soil of the oldcT provinces of the Russian 
Empire has been, from time immemorial, almost exclu- 
sively distributed among groups of self-styled kins- 
men, collected in cultivating village-communities, self- 
organised and self-governing ; and, since the great 
measure of the present reign, the collective riglits of 
these communities, and the rights and duties of their 
members in respect of one another, are no longer en- 
tangled with and limited by the manorial privileges of 
an owner-in-chief. There is also fresh evidence that 
the more backward of the outlying Sclavonic societies 
are constituted upon essentially the same model ; and it 
is one of the facts with which the W estern world wll 
some di^ assuredly have to reckon, that the political 
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VESTIGES OE VILEAGE-COMMI'XITY. 


ideas of so lar^c a portion of the human race, and 
itg ideas dF property also, are inextricably bound up 
with the notions of family interdependency, of col- 
lective ownership, and of natural subjection to 
patriarchal power. The traces of the ancient social 
order in the riermanic and Scandinavian countries 

A 

arc, I need scaicely say, considerably fainter, tmd 
tend always to Ixroinc more obscured; but the re- 
examination of tlie writ ten t'vidence resj>ectinf( ancient 
Teutonic lift* an<l custom |)roc<‘eds witliout interniiB- 
sion, and ineidentallv much liijht has been thrown on 
the early history of ja’ojHTly by the remarkable work 
of Solim (‘ FWinkische lleichs-tind Gcrichtsverfass- 
The results obtained by the special method 
of (J. L. Von Maurer have meantime been verified by 
com]^arison with plienomena discovered in the most 
unex])ec^ed (juarters. The researches of M. de 
Laveleye, in jiarticiilar, have been conducted over a 
field of verv wide extcait ; and, althou^jrh I dissent 
Irom some of tlie economic conclusions to which he 
has boon led, I cannot 8]>eak too highly of the value 
of the materials collected by him, and described in 
the recently publislied volume which lie has entitled 
‘ La Propriete et ses Formes Primitives.’ I have 
not^observed that the vestiges left on the soil and 
law of England and of the Scottish Lowlands by the 
ancient Village-Community have been made the 
subject of any published work since the monograph 
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VESTIGES OF VILLAGE-fOMMlTSlTr. 


IBCT. I. 


of Nasse on the ‘ Land Community of ‘the Middle 

• * ^ 

Ages ’ was given to the world, and since tiie lectures 
delivered in this place three years since appeared in 
print. Nobody, however, who knows the carefulness 
with which an English Court of Justice sifts the ma- 
terials brought before it will wonder at iny attaching 
a special importance to the judgment of Lord Chan- 
cellor Hatherley, given in a difficult case which arose 
through a dispute between different classes of persons 
interested in a manor, Wamck against Queen’s Col- 
lege, Oxford (reported in G Law liejicrts, Chancery 
Appeals, 71(5). It appears to me to recognise the traces 
of a state of things older than tlie theoretical*basis of 
English Keal Property Law, and, so far as it goes, to 
allow that the description of it given here was correct. 
Meanwhile, if I may judge from the communications 
whicli do not cease to r(‘ach me from India, ihid from 
various parts of this country, the constitution of the 
Alllage-Community, as it exists, and as it existed, is 
engaging the attention of a large number of iinius- 


trious observers, and the facts bearing upon the sub- 
ject, which I hope will some day be made public, 
prove to exist in extraordinary abundance. * 

There was no set of communities which until 


recently supplied us with information less in amount 
and apparent value concerning the early his- 
tory of law than those of Celtic origin. This was 
the mm^ remarkable, because one particulai* group 
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CELTIC SOCIETIES* 
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of sinalT Celtic societies, which have engrossed more 
ftian thcir^sliaix' of the interest of this country — the 
cfans of the Scottish Highlands — bad admittedly 
retained many of the characteristics, and in particular 
the political chanicteristics, of a more ancient condi- 
tion of the world, almost down to our own day. But 
the explanation is; that all Celtic societies were until 
recently seen by those comj>etent to observe them 
through a peculiarly deceptive nuMlium. A veil 
spn^ad by the lawyers, a veil woven of lioman law 
and of that comparatively modi'rn combination of 
primitive and Koman law which * we call feudalism, 
hung •between the Highland institutions and the. 
shrewd investigating genius of the Scottish Low- 


landers. A thick mist of femlal law hid the ancient 


constitution of Irish society from Euglisli ohserva- 
ai^l led to uidounded doubts respecting the 
autheiitieity of the laws of Wales. The ancient or- 
ganisation of the Celts of Gaul, described by Cmsar 
wiMi tlfe greatest clearness and decisiveness, appeared 
to have entirely disappeared from France, partly 
because French society was exclusively examined for 
iTmny centuries by lawyers trained either in Roman 


or in highly feudalised law, but partly also because 
the institutions of the Gallic Celts had really passed 


under the crushing machinery of Roman legislation. 
I do not, indeed, mean to say that this darkness has 
not recently given signs of lifting. It has been re- 
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CELTIC LVSTITUTIOXS. 


LECT. 1. 


cognised that the collections of Welsh la\^s jJnblishcd 
by the Record Commission, though tiieir jprigin av!i 
date are uncertain, arc undoubtedly bodies of genuilie 
legal rules; and, independently of tlie publications to 
which I am about to direct attention, the group of 
Irish scholars, distinguished by remarkable sobriety 
of thought, which has succeeded a school almost in- 
famous for the unchastened license of its speculations 
on history and philology, had j>ointed out many 
things in Irisli custom which counected it with the 
archaic practices known to be still followed or to 
have been followed by the (Jermanic races. As early 
as 1837 Mr. W. F. Skene, in a work of macb value 
called ‘ The Highlanders of Scotland,’ had corrected 
many of the mistakes on tlu? siilyect of Highland 
usage into which writers exclusively conversant with 
feudal rules had been betrayed ; and the Sianie emi- 
nent antiquary, in an appendix to liis edition of the 
Scottish chronicler, Forduii, published in 1872, con- 


firms evidence which had reached me in consi-deiv.ble 


quantities from private sources to the efiect that vil- 
lage-communities with ‘ shifting severalties ’ existed 
in the Highlands within living memory. Quite re- 
cently, also, M. Le Play, ^Ir. Clifte Leslie, and others 
have come upon plain traces of such communities in 


several parts of France. A close re-examination of the 
Custumals or manuals of feudal rules plentiful in French 


legal literature, led farther to some highly interesting 



ANCIENT FRENCH COMMUNITIF^S. 


7 


results.* ti clearly appeared from them that com- 
Aunities jf vHleius were constantly found on the 
estates of the French territorial nobility. The legal 
writers have always represented these us voluntary 
associations, which were rather favoured by the lord 
on account of the greater certainty mid regularity 
with which their members rendered him suit and 
service. As a rule, when a tenant holding by base 
tenure died, the lord succeeded in the first instance 
to his land, a rule of which there are plain traces in 
our English law of co[yliold. Hut it is exj)reHsly 
stated that, in the case of an association of villeins, 
the lor^ did nut resume their land, l)eing supposed to 
be compensated by their better ability to furnish his 
dues. Now that the explanation has once been 
given, there can be no doubt that these associations 
were not reall}' voluntary j»artuershi|)s, but groups of 
kinsmcm ; not, however, so often organised on the 
ordinary type of’ the ^ illage-Community as on that of 
th<# Ilvuse-Conununity, which has recently been ex- 
amined in Dalmatia and Croatia. Each tjf them was 
what the Hindoos call a Joint Undivided Fainil}’, a 
collection of assumed descendants from a coinmon an- 
cestor, preserving a common hearth and common meals 
during several generations. There was no escheat of 
th« land to the lord on a death, because such a cor- 
iX)ration never dies, and the succession is perpetual. 

But much the most instructive contribution to 
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LEcr. r. 


our knowledge of the ancient Celtic societies lias 
been furnished by the Irish Govefnmept, in tl*e 
translations of the Ancient Laws of Ireland, which 
have been published at its expense. The first volume 
of these translations was published in 1865 ; the se- 
cond in 1869; the third, enriched Avith some valuable 
prefaces, has only just appeared. Xo one interested 
in the studies Avhich are now occupying us could fail 
to recognise the importance of the earlier volumes, 
but there was much difficulty in determining their 
exact bearing on the early history of Celtic institu- 
tions. The bulk of the law first published consisted 
in a collection of rules belonging to wkitrin our 
modern legal language we should call the Law of 
Distress. Now, in very ancient bodies of rules the 
Law of Distress, as I shall endeavour to explain 
hereafter, is undoubtedly eutitletl to a very (lifferent 
place from that which Avould be given to it in any 
modern system of jurisprudence; but still it is a 
highly sj)ecial branch of law in any stage of develop- 
ment. There is, however, another more permanent 
and more serious cause of embarrassment in drawinir 
conclusions from these laws. Until comparatively 
lately they were practically unintelligible ; and they 
were restored to knowledge by the original transla- 
tors, Dr. O'Donovau and Dr. O’Curry, two veiy 're- 
markable men, both of whom are now dead. Tlie 
translations have been carefully revised by the 
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learned Tdkor of the Irish text; but it is probable 


rtiat sevcTi^l jj^^nerations of Celtic scholars will have 

hid to interchange criticisms on the language of the 

laws before the reader wdio approaches them without 

any j)reten.sion to Celtic scholarship can be (juitc 

sure that ho luis the exact moaning of every passage 

before him. The laws, too, I need scarcely say, are 

full of technical expressions; and the grciitcst scholar 

w'ho has not had a legal training — and, indeed, up to 

a certain j)oint wh(*n he has had a legal training — 

mav fail to catch the (‘xact excess or defect of mean- 
•/ 

ing which distinguislies a W(»rd in p(>[)ular use from 
the sayie*Avord employed technically. Sncli consi- 
derations suggest the greatest possible caution in 
dealing with this liody of rules. In what follows I 
attempt to draw inferences only when the meaning 
and dri{if. of the text S(!em reasonably certain, and I 


have avoided some promising lines of en(|uiry which 


would lead us through passages of doubtful sig- 


The value wdiicli the Ancient Laws of Ireland, the 
so-called lirehon laws, will possess wlien tliey are 
C(iin})letely published and interpreted, may, I tliink, 
be illustrated in this way. Let it be remembered 
that tlie lioman Law, which, next to the Christian 
Religion, is the most plentiful source of tlie rules go- 

i 

verning actual conduct throughout Western Europe, 
is descended from a small body of Aryan customs re- 
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ANX’lENT ROMAN AND IRISH LAW. 


LECT. I. 


duced to writing in the fifth century before Christ, 
and known as the Twelve Tables of K^me. 
it farther be recollected that this law was at first, 
expanded and developed, not at all, or very slightly, 
by legislation, but by a process which we may 
[>erceive still in operation in various communities — the 
juridical interpretation of authoritative texts by 
successive generations of learned men. Now, the 
largest collection of Irish legal rules, which has 
come down to us, professes to be an ancient Code, 
with an appendage of later glosses and commentaries ; 
and, if its authenticity could be fully established, this 
ancient Irish Code would correspond hisloripdly to 
the Twelve Tables of Koine, and to many similar 
bodies of written rules which appear in the early 
history of Aryan societies. There is reason, how- 
ever, to think that its claims to antiquity cqiinot be 
sustained to their full extent, and that the Code itself 


is an accretion of rules which have clustered round 


an older nucleus. But that some such k<M’nei or 


perhaps several such kernels of written law existed, 
is highly probable, and it is also probable that the 
whole of the Brehon law consists of them and of 
accumulations 1‘ormed iqx>u them. It is farther 
probable that the process by which these accumula- 
tions were formed was, as in the inlancy of the 
Konian State, juridical interpretation. According to 
the opinion which I follow, the interesting fact about 
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INFLUKXCK OF THE ROMAN EMPIRE, 

the ancfent Irish law is, that this process was ex- 
clusive, aii^l thdt none of the later agencies by which 
laV is transibnucd came into play. The Brehon 
laws are in no sense a legislative construction, and 
thus they are not only an authentic monument of a 
very ancient group of Aryan institutions ; they are 
also a collection of rules which liav'C been gradually 
ilcveloped in a way highly favourable to the preser- 
vation of archaic peculiarities. Two causes have 
done most to obscure tlie oldest inslitutioiis of the 
portion of tlie human race to which we belong: one 
lias been the formation throughout the West of strong 
centralised governinents, concentrating in themselves 
the ])ublic force of the community, and enabled to 
give to that force upon occasion the special form of 
legislative power ; the other has been the inlluence, 
direct lyul indirect, of the lioman Empire, drawing 
with it an aetivily in legislation unknown to the 
parts of the world which were never subjected to it. 
No^’, Ireland is allowed on all hands to have never 
formed part of tlie Empire; it was very slightly 
attected from a distance by tlie imperial law; and, 
e\ien if it be admitted that, during certain intervals 
of its ancient history, it had a central government, 
assuredly this government was never a strong one. 
Uiifler these circumstances it is not wonderful that 
the Brehon law, growing together without legislation 
ujxin an original body of Aryan custom, and formed 
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inisu AND HINDOO LAW. 


LECT. 1. 


beyond the limit of that cloud of Roman juridical 
ideas which for many centuries overspread the whoie 
Continent, and even at its extremity extended to 
England, should present some very strong analogies 
to anotlier set of derivative Aryan usages, the Hindoo 
law, which was similarly developed. The curious 
and perplexing ])roblems which such a mode of 
growth suggests have to be grappled with by the 
student of either system. 

The ancient laws of Ireland have come down to 
us as an assemblage of law-tracts, each treating of 
some one subject or of a group of sulyects. The 
volumes officially translated and published ^‘ontain 
the two largest of these tracts, the Senehus Mor, or 
(Jreat Rook of the Ancient Law, and the Rook of 
iVicill. AVhile the comjuirison of the Senehus Mor 
and of the Rook of Aicill with other extant bodies of 
archaic rules leaves no doubt of the great antiquitj' 
of much <jf their contents, the actual period at Axliich 
they assumed their present shape is extremely 
uncertain. Mr. Whitley Stokes, one of the most 
eminent of living Celtic scholars, believes, upon con- 
sideration of its verbal ibrms, that the Senehus Mor 
was comi)iled in or perhaps slightly before the eleventh 
century ; and there appcju's to be inte'*nal evidence 
which on the whole allows us to attribute the r5ook 
of Aicill to the century preceding. The Senehus 
Mor, it is true, expressly claims for itself a far earlier 
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oriffin. In* a reraarkable preface, of wliicli I shall 

• 

have muck to say hereafter, it gives an account, 

m 

partly in verse, of the circumstances under wliich it 
was drawn up, and it professes to have been compiled 
during the life aiid under the personal influence of 
St. Patrick. Those pretensions have been ingeniously 
8U])ported, but there is not much temerity, I think, 
in nTusing to accept the fiftli century as the dale of 
the Senchus Mor. At tlie same time it is far from 
impossible that tlie writing of lla* ancient IrisJi laws 
began soon nfttT the ('hristianisation of Irclaird. It 
was Christianity, a ^ religion of a book,’ wliicli for the 
first time introduced many of the ruder nations out- 
side the Emj)ire to the art of writing. We cannot 
safely eluim for the Celts cT Ireland, in the fifth 
eentnry of the Christian era, ])re(!isely the same 
degi’ec of culture which Ciesur attributes to the Celts 
of the Continent in the first century before Christ ; 
hut, even if we could do so, Ca*sar oxj)ress]y states 
of the Gauls that, though they were accpiainted with 
writing, they liad hU[)erstitious scruples about using 
written characters to [)reserve any part of their sacred 
lifrrature, in which their hnv would then Ikj included. 
Such ohjectioiis would, however, necessarily disappear 
with the conversion of the Irish peojde to Christianity. 
On the whole there is no antecedent improbability 
in the tradition that, soon after this conversion, the 
usages of the Irish began to be stated in writing, and 
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LKCT. I. 


Celtic scholars have detected not a little evidence 
that parts of these more venerable writings are im- 
bedded in the text of the Book of Aicill and of the 
Senchns Mor. 

It is extremely likely that the most ancient law 
was preserved in rude verse or rhythmical prose. In 
the oldest Irish traditions the lawyer isdistinjjfuished 
with difficulty from the poet, poetry from literature. 
Both in the Senchns Mor and in the Book of Aicill 


the express statement of the law is described as 
‘ Cfistinj:; a thread of poetry ’ about it, and the 
traditional authors of the Senchns Mor are said to 

rK 

have exhibited Sill the judgment and poetr}'^ of tlie 
men of Erin.’ Modern Irish seJiolarshif) lias, in fact, 
discovered that portions of the Senchns Mor arc 


really in verse. The plicnomenon is not unfamiliar. 
Mr. G rote, speaking of the Elegiacs of Solof'i, and of 


the natural priority of verse to jirose, says (History 
of Greece, iii. 119 ), ‘ tlie acquisitions as well as the 
efFusions of an intellectual man, even in the simplest 
form, (then) adjusted themselves not to the limitations 
of the period and semicolon, but to those of the 
hexameter and pentameter.’ There is no questiSn, 
1 conceive, that this ancient Avritten verse is what is 


now called a survival, descending to the first ages of 
written composition from the ages when measured 
rhythm was absolutely essential, in order that the 
memory might bear the vast burdens placed upon it. 
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It is now* generally agreed that the voluminous 
versified Snnscrit Uteratiire, which embraces not only 
the jioetry of the Hindoos, but most of their religion, 
much of what stands to them in place of history, and 
sometliing even of their law, was originally preserved 
by recollection and publishecl by recitation ; and even 
now, in the Sanscrit schools wdiich remain, the pupil 
is trained to (exercises of memory which are little 
short of miraculous to an Ihiirlishinan. 

The tracts are ol’ very uno(|ual size, and the siil)- 
jects they embraces arc of very uneqiial importance, 
lint all alike consist of an original text, divided into 
paragrifi)h*s. Ab<wc or over against the princi})al 
words of the text glosses or inter[)rctations are written 
in a smaller hand, and a paragraph is constantly 
followed by an explanatory commentary, also in a 
smaller -liand, written in the s])ace which separates 
the paragraph from the next. The scarcity of mate- 
rial for writing may perhaps sulliciently account for 
the form taken by the manuscripts; but the Cells 
seem to have had a special habit of glossing, and you 
may liavc lieard that the glosses written by early 
Inkh monks between tlie lines or on the margin of 


manuscripts belonging to religions lioiises on the 
Continent had much to do with the wonderful dis- 
coveries of Zeuss in Celtic [diilology. A facsimile of 
part of two Brelion manuscrij)ts, one in the British 
Museum, and the other in the Library of Trinity 
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College, Dublin, may be seen at the beginning of the 
second j)ublishcd volume of the translations;. It seems 
probable that each tract was the property, and that 
it sets forth the special legal doctrines, of some body 
of persons who, in mo^lern legal phrase, had perpetual 
succession, a Family or Law School ; there is ample 
evidence of tiie existence of such law schools in 
ancient Ir(?land, and tliey are another feature of resem- 
blance to the India of the past and in some degree to 
tlie India of the present. 

I'hc text of each of the published tracts appears to 
have been put togetlier by one effort, no doubt fro!n 
pre-existing materials, mid it may have been written 
continuously by some one ])crson ; but the additions 
to it must be an accumulation of explanations and 
expositions of various dates by subsequent possessors 
of the document. 1 (piite. agree with the olxervation 
of the Editors, that, while the text is for tlie most part 
comparatively consistent and clear, the commentary 
is often obscure and contradictory. Precise!}^ the 
same remark is frequently made by Anglo-Indian 
Judges on the P)rahminical legal treatises, some of 
which arc similarly divided into a text and a com- 
mentary. As regards the ancient Irish law, the result 
of the whole process is anything but satisfactory to the 
modern* reader. I do not know that, in anv extant 
body of legal rules, the difficulty of mastering the 
contents has ever been so seriously aggravated by the 
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repulsiveness of^the form. One of the editors has un- 
kmdiy, butf not unjustly, cora|)ared a Brehon tract to 
the worst kind of English law-book, without even the 
moderate advantage of an alphabetical arrangement. 

The exact date at’ which the existing manuscriptH 
were written cannot be satisfactorily settled until 
they arc all made jK'cessible, which unfortunately they 
arc not at present. But we know one MS. of the 
Senchus Mor to be at Icjist as old as the fourteenth 
century, since a touching note has been written on it 
by a inemlxT of tlic family to which it belonged ; 

‘ { )no thousand three hundred two and forty years 
from tin? birth of Christ till this night; and this is 
the second year since the coming of the plague into 
Ireland. I hav(^ witten this in the 20th year of my 
age. I am Hugh, son of Conor McEgan, and wlio- 
cver reads it let him offer a j)rayer of mercy for 
my soul. This is Christmas niglit, and on this night 
I place myself under the protection of the King of 
Heaven and Earth, l>eseeching that he will bring me 
and my friends safe through the j>lague. Hugh 
wrote this in his own father’s book in the year of the 
greSt plague.* 

The system of legal rules contained in these 
law-tracts is undoubtedly the same with that repeat- 
edly condemned by Anglo-Irish legislation, and re- 
peatedly noticed by English observers of Ireland 
down to the early part of the seventeenth century 
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It is the same law which, in 1367, a stattile of Kil- 
kenny denounces as ‘ wicked and damnaWe.’ It is 
the same law which Edmund Spenser, in his ‘ View 
of the State of Ireland,’ describes as ‘ a rule of right 
unwritten, but delivered by tradition from one to 
another, in which oftentimes there appeareth a great 
show of equity, in determining the right between 
party and party, but in many things repugning quite 
both to God’s law and man’s.’ It is the same ‘ lewd ’ 
and ‘ unreasonable ’ custom which Sir John Davis con- 
trasts with the ‘just and honourable law of England,’ 
and to which he attributes such desolation and bar- 
barism in Ireland, ^ as the like was never seeO in any 
country that professed the name of Christ.’ It is not 
our business in this department of study to enquire 
how far this violent antipathy was politically justili- 
abJe. Even if the worst that has been said by Eng- 
lishmen of the Brehon law down to our own day 
were true, we might console ourselves by turning our 
eyes to spheres of cnquiryTuller of immediate prWise 
to the world than ours, and observing how much of 
the wealth of modern thought has been obtained 
from the dross which earlier generations had rejected. 
Meanwhile, happily, it is a distinct property of the 
Comparative Method of investigation to abate national 
prejudices. I myself believe that the government of 
India by the English has been rendered appreciably 
easier by the discoveries wdiich have brought home to 
the educated of both races the common Aryan parent- 
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a^e of Englishijian and Hindoo. Similarly^ I am not 
afraid to aftticipate’that there will some day be more 
hesiUition in repeating the invectives of Spenser and 
Davis, when it is once clearly understood that the 
‘ lewd ’ institutions of the Irish were virtually the 
same institutions as those out of which the ‘just and 
honourable law ’ of England grew. Why these insti- 
tutions followed in their develo]>nicnt such diiSerent 
paths it is the province of History to decide ; but, 
when it giv(‘s jiii impartial d(*cision, 1 doubt much its 
wholly attril)uiing the difference to native faults of 
Irish character. We, who are able here to examine 
coolly the aiicient Irish law in an authentic form, can 
see that it is a very remarkable body of archaic law, 
unusually pure from its origin. It bus some analogies 
with tlie Koinan law of tin* earliest times, some with 
Scandinatdan law, some with the law of the Sclavonic 
races, so far us it is known, some (and tliese particu- 
lar!)^ strong) witli the Hindoo law, and quite enough 
with old (Jermanic law of all kinds, to render value- 
less, for scientific pur[)Oscs, tlie comparison which the 
English observers so constantly institute with the 
laA\* of England. It is manifestly the same system 
in origin and principle with that which has descended 
to us as the Laws of Wales, but tliese last have some- 
how undergone tlie imjioitant' modifications which 
arise from the establishment of a comparatively strong 
central authority. Nor does the Brehon law alto- 
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gether disappoint the expectations of the patriotic 
Irishmen who, partly trusting to the te'stimony of 
Edmund Spenser, the least unkind of the English 
critics of Ireland, though one of the most ruthless in 
his practical suggestions, looked forward to its mani- 
festing, when it was published, an equity and reason- 
ableness wdiich would put to shame the barbarous 
jurisprudence of Imgland. Much of it — I am afraid 
I must say, most of it — is worth less save for historical 
purposes, but on some points it really does come close 
to the most advanced legal d(x*trines of our day. The 
explanation — which I will hereafter give at length — I 
believe to lie in the method of its development, which 
has not been through the decisions of courts, but by 
the opinions of lawyers on hypothetical states of fact. 

I tliink I in«ny lay down that, wherever we 
have any knowdedge of a body of Aryan custom, 
either anterior to or Imt slightly affected by the 
Roman Empire, it will be found to exhibit some 
strong points of resemblance to the institutions which 
are the basis of the Brehon law. The depth to 
which the Empire has stamped itself on the political 
arrangements of the modern world has been illustrated 
of late years with much learning ; but I repeat my 
assertion that the great difference between the Roman 
Empire* and all other sovereignties of the ancient 
world lay in the activity of its legislation, through 
the Edicts of the Praetor and the Constitutions of the 
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Emperors. •For many races, it actually repealed their 
cdstoms and replaced them by new ones. For others, 
the results of its legislation mixed themselves indis- 
tinguishably with their law. With others, it introduced 
or immensely stimulated the habit of legislation; and 
this is one of the ways in which it has influenced the 
stubborn body of (Jermanic custom prevailing in 
Cireat Britain. But wherever the institutions of any 
Aryan race lane been untouched by it, or slightly 
touched by it, the common basis of Aryan usage is 
jjcrfectly discernible ; and thus it is that these Brchon 
law-tracts enable us to connect tlie races at the east- 
ern andwestern extremities of a later Aryan world, 
the Hindoos and the Irish. 

The Ijeetures which follow will help, I trust, to 
sliow wliat use the student of comparative juris[)ru- 
dence may make of this novel addition to our 
knowledge of ancient law. Meantime, there is some 
interest in contrasting the view of its nature, origin, 
and growth, which we are obliged to take here, with 
that to wliich the ancient Irish practitioners occa- 
sionally strove hard to give currency. The Seiichus 
Mo^, the Great Book of the Ancient Law, was doubt- 
less a most precious possession of the law-school or 
family to which it belonged; and its owners have 
joineS it to a preface in which a semi-divine author- 
ship is boldly claimed for it. Odhran, the charioteer 
of St. Patrick — so says this preface — had been killed, 
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and the question arose whether Nuada, the slayer, 
should die, or whether the saint wps boiindljy his own 
principles to unconditional forgiveness. St. Patrick 
did not decide the point himself; the narrator, in true 
professional spirit, tells ns that he set the precedent 
according to which a stranger from beyond the sea 
always selects a legal adviser. He chose ‘to go ac- 
cording to the judgment of the royal poet of the men 
of Erin, Dubhthach Mac ua Lugair,’ and he ‘ blessed 
the mouth ’ of Dubhthach. A poem, doubtless of 
much antiquity and celebrity, is then put into tlic 
mouth of the arbitrator, and by the judgment em- 
V)odicd in it Nuada is to die; but he ascends straight 
to heaven through the intercession of St. Patrick. 

‘ Then King Lacghaire said, “ Jt is necessary for you, 
O men of Erin, that every other law should be settled 
and arranged by us as well as this.” “ It is better to 
do so,” said Patrick. It was then that all the pro- 
fessors of the sciences in Erin were assembled, and 
each of them exhibited his art before Patrick, in the 
presence of every chief in Erin. It was then Dubh- 
thach was ordered to exhibit all the judgments and 
all the poetry of Erin, and every law which prev^iiled 
among the men of Erin. . . . This is the Cain Patraic, 
and no human Brehon of the Gaedhil is able to 
abrogOfte an3d;liing that is found in the Senchus Mor.’ 

The inspired award of Dubhthach that Nuada 
must die suggests to the commentator the following 
remark: “ What is understood from the above decision 
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which cTcxl' revealed to Dubhthach is, that it was a 
middle course l>etw,een forgiveness and retaliation; for 
retaliation prevailed in Erin before Patrick, and 
Pfitrick brought forgiveness with him; ihatis,Nuada 
was put to death for his crime, and Patrick obtained 
heaven for him. At this day we keep between for- 
giveness and retaliation; for as at present no one 
has the power of bestowing heaven, as l^atrick had at 
that day, so no one is put Uxleafh for his intentional 
crimes, so long as * eric’ fine is obtain(*d ; and whenever 


* eric ’ fine is not obtained, he is put to death for his 
intentional crimes, and placed on the sea f(»r his iin- 
intentional crimes.” It is impossible, of course, to 
accept the statement that this wide-spread ancient in- 


stitution, the pecuniary fine levied on tribes or families 


for the wrongs done by their members, had its origin 


in Chrisliun influences; but that it succeeded simple 


retaliation is in the highest degree probable, and no 


doubt in its day it was at least as great an advantage 
to tlie communities among wliom it prevailed as was 
that stern royal administration of criminal justice to 


which the Englishmen of the sixteenth century were 
accustomed, and on wliich they so singularly prided 
themselves. But by the sixteenth century it may well 
have outlived its usefulness, and so may have partially 
justified the invectives of its^ English censors, who 
generally have the ‘ eric ’-fine for homicide in view 
when they denounce the Brehon law as ‘ contrary to 
God’s law and man’s.’ 
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LECTURE 11. 

THE ANCIENT IRISH LAW. 

The great peculiarity of the ancient laws of Ireland, 
so far as they are accessible to us, is discussed, with 
much instructive illustration, in the General Preface 
to the Third Volume of the official translations. They 
are not a legislative structure, but the creation of a 
class of professional lawyers, the llrehous^ whose 
occupation became hereditary, and who on that ground 
have been designated, though not with strict accuracy, 
a caste. This view, wliich is consistent with all that 
early English authorities on Ireland have told us of 
the system they call the Brehon law, is certainly that 
which would be suggested by simple inspection of 
the law-tracts at present translated and published. 
The Book of Aicill is probably the oldest, and its 
text is avowedly composed* of the dicta of two famous 
lawyers, Cormac and Cennfaeladh. The Senciius 
Mor does, indeed, profess to have been produced by a 
process resembling legislation, but the pretension can- 
not be supported ; and, even if it could, the Serfehus 
Mor would not less consist of the opinions of famous 
Brehons. It describes the legal rules embodied in its 
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text as formed of the ‘ law of nature/ and of the ‘ law 
of the lette?.’ "/fie ^law of the letter' is the Scriptural 
law, extended by so much of Canon law as the primitive 
monastic Church of Ireland can be supposed to have 
created or adopted. The reference in the misleading 
plirasc ‘ law of nature/ is not to the memorable com- 
bination of words familiar to the Roman lawyers, but 
to the text of St. ]\\u\ in the Epistle to the Romans: 
‘ For when the (J entiles, which have not tlie law, do 
by nature the things contained in the law, these, 
having not the law, are a law unto themselves.' 
(Roin. ii. 14.) The ‘ law of nature' is, therefore, the 
ancientijire-Cliristian ingredient in the system, and the 
‘ Senclius Mor ’ says of it : ‘ The judgments of true 
nature while the Holy Ghost had spoken through the 
months of tlie iirehons and just jxjcts of tlie men of 
Erin, froMi the first occupation of Ireland down to 
the reception of the faith, were all exhibited by 
Dublithacli to Patrick, What did not clash with the 
WorS of God in the written law and the New Testa- 
ment and the consciences of believers, was confirmed 
in the laws of the Brelions by Patrick and by the 
ccciesiastics and cliieftains of Ireland j for the law of 
nature had been fjuite right except the faith, and its 
obligations, and the harmony of the Church and 
people. And this is the Senchus Mor." ' 

Hr. Sullivan, on the other hand, whose learned 
and exhaustive Introduction to O'Curry’s Lectures 
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forms the first volume of the ‘ Manner's and Cus- 

% 

toms of the Ancient Irish,’ affirms, on th^evidence of 
ancient records, that the institutions which in some 
communities undoubtedly developed into trne legis- 
latures had their counter j)arts in the Ireland to which 
the laws belonged, and he does not hesitate to desig- 
nate certain portions of the Irish legal system ‘ statute- 
law.’ In the present state of criticism on Irish docu- 
ments it is not possible to hold the balance exactly 
between the writers of the Introduction and of the 
General Preface ; l)ut tliere is not the inconsistency 
between their opinions which there might aj)pear to 
be at first sight. In the infancy of society many 
conceptions are found blended ttigethcr which are 
now distinct, and many associations which are now 
inseparable from ])articular processes or institutions 
arc not found coupled with them. There is abundant 
proof that legislative and judicial power are not dis- 
tinguished in primitive thought ; nor, again, is legis- 
lation associated with innovation. In our day the 
legislator is always supposed to innovate ; the judge 
never. But of old the legislator no more necessarily 
innovated than the judge; he only, for the most j^art, 
declared pre-existing law or custom. It is impossible 
to determine how much new law there was in the 
Laws of Solon, or in the Twelve Tables of Rome, or 
in the Laws of Alfred and Canute, or in the Salic 
Law which is the oldest of the so-called Leges Bar- 
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barorum, btit in all probability the quantity was ex- 

• • 

treraely sinfill. TIuis, when a body of Brehon judg- 
ments was promulgated by an Irish Chief to a tribal 
assembly, it is j^robable that convenience was the 
object sought ratlior than a new sanction, A re- 
markable poem, appended to O’Curry’s Lectures, 
tells us how certain ('hiefs proceeded every third year 
to the * Fair of (barman ’ and (here ]>roeIaimed ‘ tlie 
rights of ovorv law and the restraints*/ but it does 
not at all follow that this promulgation had any afii- 
nitN for legislation in the modern sense. The inno- 
vating legislatures of the modern world appear to 
have git)wn uj) where certain conditions were j)resent 

which were virtually unknown to ancient Ireland 

where the primitive groups of whicli society was 
formed were broken uj) with some completeness, and 
where a Central government was constituted actin*!^ 
on individuals from a distance coercively and irre- 

Thcrc arc, moreover, some independent reasons for 
thinking that, among the Celtic races, the half-judicial, 
half-legisluive, power originally possessed by the 
triBal Chief, or by the tribal Assembly, or by both in 
coininnation, passed very early to a special class of 
learned persons. Ihe Prefaces in Irish found at 
the commencement of some of ,the law-tracts, whicli 
are of much interest, but of uncertain origin and date, 
contain several references to the order in Celtic 
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society which has hitherto occupied men^s thoughts 
more than any other, the Druids. The ^ord occurs 
in the Irish text. The writers of the prefaces seem 
to have conceived tlie Druids as a class of heathen 
priests who had once practised magical arts. The 
enchanters of Pharaoh are, for instance, called the 
Egyptian Druids, in the Preface to the Senchus 
Mor. The point of view seems to be the one familiar 
enough to us in modern literature, where an exclusive 
prominence is given to the priestly character of the 
Druids; nor do the Brehon lawyers appear to connect 
themselves with a class of men whom they regard as 
having belonged altogether to the old order of the 
world. 1 am quite aware that, in asking whether 
the historical disconnection of the Brehons and the 
Druids can be accepted as a fact, I suggest an enquiry 
about which there liangs a certain air of Absurdity. 
There has been so much wild sj)eculation and 
assertion about Druids and Druidical antiquities 
that the wliole subject seems to be considered as 
almost beyond the pale of serious discussion. Yet 
we are not at liberty to forget that the first great 
observer of Celtic manners describes the Celts of ^he 
Continent us before all things remarkable for the 
literary class which their society included. Let me 
add that in Cajsar’s account of the Druids there is not 
a word which does not appear to me perfectly credible. 
The same remark may be made of Strabo. But the 
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source of atfall events a part of the absurdities wliich 

• * • 

have clustered round the subject I take to be the 

Natural History of Pliny, and they seem to belong 
to those stories about plants and animals to which 
may be traced a great deal of the nonsense written in 
the world. 

You may remember the picture given by Cmsar 
of the Continental Celts, as they appeared to him 
when he first used liis unrivalled opportunities of 
examining them. He tells us tliat their tribal socie- 
ties consisted substantially of three orders, t wo pri- 
vileged and one unprivil(‘ged, and theses orders he 
calls th« E(piites, the Druids, and the Plebeians. 
Somebody has said that this would be a not very 
inaccurate description of French society just before 
the first Revolution, with its three orders of Nobles, 
Clergy, and unprivileged Tiers-fitat ; but the obser- 
vation is a good deal more ingenious than true. Wo 
are now* able to compare Caesar’s account of the 
Gauls with the evidence concerning a Celtic commu- 
nity which the Brehon tracts sup[)ly ; and if we use 
this evidence as a test, w^e shall soon make u[) our 
mii^ds that, though his representation is jiccurate as 
far as it goes, it errs in omission of detail. The 
Equites, or Chiefs, though to some extent they were 
a class apart, did not stand in such close relation to 
one another as they stood to the various septs or 
groups over which they presided. ‘ Every chief/ 
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says the Brelion law, ‘ rules over his laud, whether 
it be small or whether it be large/ The Plebeians, 
again, so far from constituting a great miscellaneous 
multitude, were distributed into every sort of natural 
group, based ultimately upon the Family. The mis- 
take, so far as there was error, I conceive to have 
been an effect of mental distance. It had the imper- 
fections of the view obtained by looking on the Gan- 
getic plains from the slopes of the Himalayas. The 
impression made is not incorrect, but an immensity 
of detail is lost to the observer, and a surface varied 
by countless small elevations looks perfectly flat. 
Ca3sar’s failure to note the natural divisions of the 
Celtic tribesmen, the families and septs or sub- 
tribes, is to me })articularly instructive. The theory 
of human equality is of Uoman origin ; the com- 
minution of human society, and the unchecked com- 
petition among its m(‘mbers, which liave gone so far 
in the AVestern Euro{)e of our days, had their most 
efficient causes in the mechanism of the Roman State. 
Hence Caesar’s omissions seem to be those most 
natural in a Roman general who was also a great 
administrator and trained lawyer ; and they are un- 
doubtedly those to which an English ruler of India 
is most liable at this moment. It is often said that 
it takes two or three years before a (Jovernor- 
General learns that the vast Indian population is an 
aggregate of natural groups, and not the mixed mul- 
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titude he Idft at home ; and some rulers of India 

» 

ha*ve been accused, of never having mastered the 
lesson at all. 

There are a few ver}^ important points of detail 
to be noticed in Ciesar’s description of what may be 
called the lay |)ortion of Celtic society. I sliall after- 
wards call your attention to the significance of what 
he states concerning the classes whom he calls the 
clients and debtors of the Ecpiites, and res[)ccting 
the increased power which they give to tlic Chief on 
whom they arc dependent. It is, however, remark- 
able that, when he speaks of the Druids, his state- 
ments are greatly more detailed. Here there were 
no home associations to mislead him, but, beyond that, 
it is plain that his interest was strongly roused by the 
novel constitution of this privileged order whom he 
places by Ihc side of the Chieis. Let me recall, then, to 
you the principal points of his <lescription, from which I 
designedly omit all statements concerning the priestly 
office of the class described. He tells us that the 
Druids were supreme judges in all public and private 
disputes ; and that, for instance, all questions of 
liomtcide, of inheritance, and of boundary were re- 
ferred to them for decision. He says that the Druids 
presided over schools of learning, to which the Celtic 
youth* flocked eagerly for instruction, remaining in 
them sometimes (so he was informed) for twenty 
years at a time. He states that the pupils in these 
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schools learned an enormous quantity^ of verses, which 
were never committed to writing ; and ke gives his 
opinion that the object was not merely to prevent 
sacred knowledge from being popularised, but to 
strengthen the memory. Besides describing to us 
the religions doctrine of the Druids, he informs us 
that they were extremely fond of disputing about 
the nature of the material world, the movements of 
the stars, and the dimensions of the earth and of 
the universe. At tlieir head there was b^^ his ac- 
count a chief Druid, whose place at his death was 
tilled by election, and the succession occasionally 
gave rise to violent contests of arms (B. G. vi. 
13 , 14 ). 

There are some strong and even startling points 
of corres}K)ndence between the functions of the 
Druids, as described by Ciesar, and the office of the 
Brehon, as suggested by the law-tracts. The exten- 


sive literature of law just disinterred testifies to the 
authority of the Brehons in all legal matters, and 


raises a strong presumption that they were universal 
referees in disputes. Among their writings are 
separate treatises on inheritance and boundar)^ and 
almost every page of the translations contains a 
reference to the ‘ eric ’-fine for homicide. The schools 


of literature and law appear to have been numerous 
in ancient Ireland, and O’Curry is able to give the 
course of instruction in one of them extending over 
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twelve year^. All literature, including even law, 
seems to have been identified with [xx^try. The 
chief Druid of Caesar meets us on the very threshold 
of the Senchus Mor, in the jxji’son of Dubhthach 
Mac ua Lugair, the royal |x>et of Erin, the Brehon 
who was chosen by St. Patrick to arbitrate in a 
question of homicide, and whose ‘ mouth ' the saint 
‘blessed.’ The mode of choosing the chief Druid, 
by election, has its counterpart in the institution of 
Tanistry, wliich within historical times determined 
the succession to all liigh office in Ireland, and wliich 
was hateful to the English, as affording smaller 
security Sor order than their own less archaic form of 
primogeniture. Nor is this all. The Prefaces in Irish 
to the tracts contain a number of discussions on subjects 
which are in no way legal, or which are forced into 
some connection with law by the most violent expe- 
dients. They leave on the mind the impression of 
being a patchwork of materials, probably of very 
various antiquity, which happen to liave been found 
in the archives of particular law-schcKils. Now, the 
Preface to the Senchus Mor actually contains dis- 
quisitions on all the matters about which Ciesar 
declares the Druids to have been specially fond of 
arguing. It in one place sets forth how God made 
the heaven and the earth, but the account is not the’ 
least like the Mosaic account. It goes off, as CsRsar’s 
Druids did, into a number of extraordinary statements, 


D 
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‘ de aideribus atque eorum mota^ ‘ de mundi ac terrarum 
magnitudine' Among other things, it declares that 
God fixed seven divisions from the firmament to the 
earth, and that the distance he measured from the 
moon to the sun was 244 miles. ‘ And the first form 
of the firmament was ordained thus : as the shell is 
about the egg, so is the firmament round the earth in 
fixed suspension .... there are six windows in 
each })art through the firmament to shed light 
through, so that there are sixty-six windows in it, 
and a glass shutter for each window; so that the 
whole firmament is a mighty sheet of crystal and a 
protecting bulwark round the earth, with three 
heavens, and three lieavens aboiit it; and the seventh 
was arranged in three lieavens. This last, however, 
is not the habitation of the angels, but is like a wheel 
revolving round, and the firmament is thus revolving, 
and also the seven planets, since the time when they 
were created.’ Parts of the passage reflect the 
astronomical notions known to have been current in 
the Middle Ages, but much of it reads like a fragment 
of a heathen cosmology, to which a later revision has 
given a faint Christian colouring. The same Preface 
contains also some curious speculations on the ety- 
mology of law-terms, and the Preface to the Book of 
Aicill enters, among other things, into the question 
of the difference between genus and species. 

I suggest, therefore, that the same tendencies 
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which prcxfucecj among the Celts of the Continent 
the class SallcHl the Druids produced among the 
Celts of Ireland the class known to us as the 
IJrehons; nor does it seem to me difficult to connect 
the results of these tendencies with other known 
phenomena of ancient society. There is much reason* 
to believe that the Tribe-Chief, or King, whom the 
earliest Aryan records show us standing by the side 
of the Popular Assembly, was priest and judge as 
well as captain of the host. The later Aryan history 
shows us this blended authority distributing or 
‘ differentiating ’ itself, and passing either to the 
Assembly or to a new class of dej>ositaries. Among 
the Aclueans of Homer, the Chief has ceased to be 
priest, but he is still judge; and his judicial sentences^ 
OifiLCTTe^, or ‘ dooms,’ however much they may be 
drawn in tealit}’^ from pre-existing usage, are believed 
to be dictated to him from on high. Among the 
Celts both of Gaul and of Ireland he has ceased to be 
priest, and also probably to be judge, although some 
measure of judicial authority may still belong to his 
office as a ‘ survival.’ The order of change thus 
depifrts from that followed in Athenian history^ 
where the institution of kingship survived only in 
the name of the King Archon, who was a judicial 
functfonaiy^ and from that followed in Roman 
history, where the Rex Sacrificulus was a hierophant 
or priest. The Popular Assembly, meanwhile, which 
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virtually attracted to itself the whole civil and 
criminal jurisdiction of the Kings among the 
Athenians, and which at Rome engrossed the whole 
administration of criminal justice through the com- 
missions it appointed, seems to lose all judicial 
‘authority among the Celts. Perhaps I may be per- 
mitted thus to describe the change I conceive to 
have taken place among the Celts of Ireland. 
Themis, who in Homer is the assessor of Zeus and 
the source of judicial inspiration to kings, has (so 
to speak) set up for herself. Kings have delegated 
their authority to a merely human assessor, and we 
see by the story which begins the Senclius Mor that, 
even when a Saint is supposed to be present, the 
inspiration of Avliich he is the source does not find 
expression through his lips, nor does it descend on 
the King ; it descends on the professional judge. 
When we obtain our last glimpse of the class wliicli 
has received this inheritance from Chief or King — the 
Brehons, Judges, or Authors of Judgments — they have 
sunk to the lowest depth of misery and degradation 
through the English conquest. At an earlier date 
they are seen divided into families or septs,‘‘ the 
hereditary law-advisers of some princely or powerful 
house. Hugh McEgan, who wrote the note ‘ in his 
own father’s book,’ which I read in the last Lecture, 
was one of the hereditary Brehons attached to the 
McCarthys. But, in the earliest Irish traditions, 
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the functions the Brehon and the King run very 
much into 6ne another. The most ancient Brehons 
are described as of royal blood, sometimes as king’s 
sons. The Tai'iaists of the great Irish Chiefs, the 
successors elected out of the kindred of each Chief to 
come after him on his death, are said to have occa- 
sionally officiated as judges; and one of the law- 
tracts, still unpublished, contains the express rule 
that it is lawful for a king, though himself a judge, 
to have a judge in his place. Cormac MacAirt, one 
of the traditional authors of the Book of Aicill, was a 
King in retirement. Apocryphal as his story may be, 
it is one\)f much signilicance to the student of ancient 
institutions. He had been accidentally blinded of 
one eye, and is said to have been deposed from his 
regal office or chieftaincy on account of the blemish. 
Coirpri, Ifis son and successor (says the Book of 
Aicill), ‘ in every difficult case of judgment that came 
to him used to go and ask his father about it, and his 
father used to say to him, ‘‘ My son, that thou mayest 
know ” ’ — and then proceeded to lay down the law. 

If, without committing ourselves to any specific 
theefry concerning the exact extent of the correspond- 
ence, we can assume that there was substantial 
identity between the literary class which produced 
the law -tracts and the literary order attributed to the 
Celtic races by Caesar, we not duly do something to 
establish an historical conclusion perhaps more curious 
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than ijnportant, but we remove some, serious difficul- 
ties in the interpretation of the interesting and in- 
sta’uctive body of archaic law now before us. The 
difference between the Druids and their successors, 
the Brchons, would in that case be mainly this : the 
Brchons would be no longer priests. All sacerdotal 
or religious authority must have passed, on the con- 
version of the Irish Celts, to the ‘ tribes of the saints ’ 
— to the missionary monastic societies founded at all 
points of the island — and to that multitude of bishops 
dependent on them, whom it is so difficult to recon- 
cile with any of our ])reconceivcd ideas as to ancient 
ecclesiastical organis^ition. The consequence would 
be that the religious sanctions of the ancient laws, 
the supernatural penalties threatened on their viola- 
tion, would disappear, except so far as tlie legal rules 
exactly coincided with the rules of the new' Christian 
code, the ‘law of the letter.^ Now, the want of a 
sanction is occasionally one of the greatest difficulties 
in understanding the Brehon law. Suppose a man 
disobeyed the rule or resisted its application, what 
would happen? Tlie learned writer of one of the 
modern prefaces prefixed to the Third Volume of the 
Ancient Laws contends that the administration of 
the Brehon system consisted in references to arbitra- 
tion; and I certainly think myself that, so far as the 
system is knowm, it points to that conclusion. The 
one object of the Brehons was to force disputants to 



LfiCT. U. 


SANCTIONS OP BREHON LAW. 


39 


refer their Quarrels to a Brehon, or to some person in 
authority advised by a Breliou, and thus a vast deal 
of the law tends to run into the I^aw of Distress, 
which declares the various methods by which a man 
can be compelled through seizure of his property to 
consent to an arbitration. But then one cannot help 
perpetually feeling that the compulsion is weak as 
compared with the stringency of the process of 
modern Courts of Justice; and besides that, why 
should not the man attempted to be distrained upon 
constantly resist with success? Doubtless the law 
provides penalties for resistance; but where is the 
ultimate sanction? Ciesar supplies an answer, which 
must, I think, contain a portion of the truth. lie 
says that if a Celt of Gaul refused to abide by a 
].)ruid judgment he was excommunicated : which 
was estectaed the heaviest of j)cnaltieB. Another 
example Avhich I can give you of the want or weak- 
ness of the saiictLon in the Brehon law is a very 
remarkable one, and I shall recur to it hereafter. If‘ 
you have a legal claim against a man of a certain rank 
and you are desirous of compelling him to discharge 
it, rtie Senchus Mor tells you to ‘ fast upon him.’ 
‘ Notice,’ it says, ‘ precedes distress in the case of the 
inferior grades, except it be by persons of distinction 
or upon persons of distinction; fasting })rece^e8 dis- 
tress in their case ’ (‘Ancient Laws of Ireland,’ vol. i. 
p. 113). The institution is unquestionably identical 
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with one widely diffused throughout, the 'East, which 
is called by the Hindoos ^ sitting dkamaJ It consists 
in sitting at your debtor’s door and starving yourself 
till he pays. From the English point of view the 
practice has always been considered barbarous and im- 
moral, and the Indian Penal Code expressly forbids 
it. It suggests, however, the question — what would 
follow if the debtor simply allowed the creditor to 
starve ? Undoubtedly the Hindoo su2)p(>ses that some 
suiieniatural penalty would follow; indeed, he gene- 
rally gives definiteness to it by retaining a Brahmin 
to starve himself vicariously, and no Hindoo doubts 
what would come of causing a Brahmin’s death. 
We cannot but supjXDse that tlic Brehon rule of fast- 
ing was once thought to have been enforced in some 
similar way. Caesar states that the Druids believed 
in the immortality and transmigration of' tlie soul, 
and considered it the key of their system. A Druid 
may thus very well have taught that penal conse- 
quences in another world would follow the creditor’s 
death by starvation; and there is perhaps a pale re- 
flection of this doctrine in the language of the Senchus 
Mor; ‘He who does not give a pledge to fasting is an 

I 

evader of all ; he who disregards all things shall not 
be paid by God or man.’ But an Irish Brehon could 
scarcely make any distinct assertion on the subject, 
since fasting had now become a specific ordinance of 
the Christian Church, and its conditions and spiritual 
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effects wer^ expressly defined by the Christian priest- 
hood, Th€f)retically, I should state, a person who 
refused unjustly to yield to fasting had his legal 
liabilities considerably increased, at least, according 
to the dicta of the Brehon commentators; but such 
provisions only bring us to the difficulty of which I 
first spoke, and raise anew the question of the exact 
value of legal rules at a period when Courts of Jus- 
tice are not as yet armed witli resistless powers of 
compelling attendance and submission. 

If we arc justified in tracing the jKjdigree of tlie 
Brelion Code to a system enforced by supernatural 
sanctions, we are able to contrast it in various ways 
with other bodies of law in respect of its mode of 
development. It closely resembles tlie Hindoo law, 
inasmuch as it consists of what was in all probability 
an origiiuri basis of Aryan usage vastly enlarged by 
a superstructure of interpretation which a long suc- 
cession of professional commentators have erected ; 
but it cannot have had any such sacredness, and con- 
sequently any such authority, as the Brahminical 
jurisprudence. Both the Brahmins and the Brehons 
assofne that Kings and Judges wdll enforce their law, 
and emphatically enjoin on them its enforcement ; 
but, while the Brahmin could declare that neglect or 
disobedience would be followed by endless degrada- 
tion and torment, the Brehon could only assert that 
the unlearned brother who pronounced a false judg- 
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ment would find blotches come on . liis "cheeks, and 
that the Chief who allowed sound usage to be de- 
parted from would bring bad weather on his country. 
The development of the Brehon law was again parallel 
to that which there is strong reason for supposing the 
Roman law to have followed in early times. The 
writer of the Preface to the Third Volume, from which 
I have more than once quoted, cites some observations 
which I published several years ago on the subject 
of the extension of the Roman jurisprudence by 
the agency known as the Responsa Prudentum, the 
accumulated anKwers( or, as the Brehon phrase is, 
tlie judgments) of many successive generations of 
famous Roman lawyers ; and he adopts my account 
as giving the most probable explanation of the growth 
of the Brehon law. But in the Roman State a test 
was always apj)Iicd to the ^ answers of the learned,* 
which was not applied, or not systematically applied, 
to the judgments of the Brehons. We never know 
tlie Romans except as subject to one of the strongest 
of central governments, which armed the law courts 
with the force at its command. Althougli the Roman 
system did not Avork exactly in the way to which our 
English experience has accustomed us, there can, of 
course, be no doubt that the ultimate criterion of the 
validity of professional legal opinion at Rome, as else- 
where, was the action of Courts of Justice enforcing 
rights and duties in conformity with such opinion. 
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But in ancient Ij^eland it is at least doubtful whether 

« 

thefe was eter, in our sense of the words, a central 
government ; it is also doubtful whether the public 
force at the command of any ruler or rulers was ever 
systematically exerted through the mechanism of 
Courts of Justice; and it is at least a tenable view 
that the institutions which stood in the place of 
Courts of Justice only exercised jurisdiction through 
the voluntary submission of intending litigants. 

Perhaps, however, from our present point of view, 
the strongest contrast is between the ancient law of 
Iicland and the law of England at a period which an 
English lawyer would not call recent. The adminis- 
tration of justice in England, from comparatively early 
times, has been 11101*6 strongly centralised tlian in any 
other European country; but in Ireland there was no 
central goferiunent to nerve the arm of the law. The 
process of the English Courts has for centuries past 
been practically irresistible ; the process of the Irish 
Courts, even if it was compulsory, was at the utmost 
extremely Aveak. The Irish law was developed by 
hereditary commentators ; but we in England liave 
always attributed far less authority than docs any 
European Contmentul community to the unofficial 
commentaries of the most learned writers of text- 
books. We obtain our law, a,nd adjust it to the 
needs of each successive generation, either through 
legislative enactment or through the decisions of our 
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judges on isolated groups of facts d^tabRshed by the 
most laborious methods. But, as I have already 
stated, the opinion to which I incline is, that no part 
of the Brehon law had its origin in legislation. The 
author of innovation and improvement was the learned 
Brehon, and the Brehon appears to have invented at 
pleasure the facts which he used as the framework 
for his legal doctrine. His invention was necessarily 
limited by his experience, and hence the cases sug- 
gested in the law-tracts possess great interest,' as 
throwing light on the society amid which they were 
composed ; but these cases seem to be purely hypo- 
thetical, and only intended to illustrate "the rule 
which happens to be under discussion. 

In the volume of my own to which I referred a 
few moments ago 1 said of the early Roman law that 
‘ great influence must have been exercisefd (over it) 
by the want of any distinct check on the suggestion 
or invention of possible questions. When the data 
can be multiplied at pleasure, the facilities for evolv- 
ing a general rule are immensely increased. As the 
law is administered among ourselves (in England) 
the judge cannot travel out of the sets of factfe ex- 
hibited before him or before his predecessors. Ac- 
cordingly, each group of circumstances which is 
adjudicated upon receives, to employ a Gallicism, 
a sort of consecration. It acquires certain qualities 
which distinguish it from every other case, genuine 
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or hy[K)theticaL\ I do not think it can be doubted 
that this Eftglish practice of never declaring a legal 
rule authoritatively until a state of facts arises to 
which it can be fitted, is the secret of the apparent 
backwardness and barrenness of English law at par- 
ticular epochs, as contrasted with the richness and 
reasonableness of other systems which it more than 
rivals in its present condition. It is true, as I said 
before, even of the Brehon law, that it does not 
wholly disappoint the patriotic expectations enter- 
tained of it. When tliey are diHencumbered of 
arcliJiic phrase and form, there are some things re- 
markably modern in it. I quite agree with one of 
the Editors that, in the ancient Irish Law of Civil 
Wrong, there is a singularly close approach to mo- 
dern doctrines on the subject of Contributory Negli- 
gence; and* I have found it possible to extract from 
the quaint texts of the Book of Aicill some extremely 
sensible rulings on tlie difficult subject of the Mea- 
sure of Damages, for which it would be vain to sttidy 
the writings of Lord Coke, though these last arc 
relatively of much later date. But the Brehon law 
pays •heavily for this apparent anticipation of the 
modern legal spirit. It must be confessed that most 
of it has a strong air of fancifulness and unreality. 
It seems as if the Brehon lawyer, after forming (let 
us say) a conception of a particular kind of injury, 
set himself, as a sort of mental exercise, to devise all 
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the varieties of circumstance under which the wrong 
could be committed, and then to deterniine the way 
in which some traditional principle of redress could 
be applied to the cases supposed. This indulgence 
of his imagination drew him frequently into triviality 
or silliness, and led to an extraordinary multiplica- 
tion of legal detail. Four pages of the Book of Aicill 
(a very large proportion of an ancient body of law) 
are concerned with injuries received from dogs in 
dog- fights, and they set forth in the most elalxirate 
way the modification of the governing rule required 
in the case of the owners — in the case of tlie specta- 
tors — in the case of the ‘ impartial interposer ’ — in the 
case of the ‘ half-interposer,’ i.e. the man who tries 
to separate the dogs with a bias in fovour of one of 
them — in the case of an accidental looker-on — in the 
case of a youth under age, and in the case of an idiot. 
The same law-tract deals also with the curious sub- 
jects of injuries from a cat stealing in a kitchen, from 
women using their distaffs in a woman-battle, and 
from bees, a distinction being drawn between the 
case in which the sting draws blood and the case in 
which it does not. Numberless other instances could 
be given ; but 1 reiieat that all this is mixed up with 
much that even now has juridical interest, and with 
much which in that state of society had probably the 
greatest practical importance. 

It is not, perhaps, as often noticed as it should be 
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by English writers on law that the method of enuncia- 
ting legal piinciples with which our Courts of J ustice 
have familiarised us is absolutely peculiar to England 
and to communities under the direct influence of 
English practice. In all Western societies, Legislation, 
which is the dii'ect issue of the commands of the 
sovereign state, tends more and more to beoome the 
exclusive source of law ; but still in all Continental 
countries other authorities of various kinds are occa- 
sionally referred to, among which arc the texts of the 
Itornan Corpus Juris, commentaries on Codes and 
other bodies of written law, the unofficial writings of 
famous lawyers, and other branches of the vast litera- 
ture of law holding at most a secondary place in the 
estimation of the English Judges and liar. Nowhere, 
however, is anything like the same dignity as with us 
attributed •to a decided ‘ casc,^ and I have found it 
difficult to make foreign lawyers understand why 
their English brethren should bow so implicitly to 
what Frenchmen term the ‘jurisprudence’ of a par- 
ticular tribunal. From one point of view English 
law has doubtless suffered through this reluctance to 
invei% or imagine facts as the groundwork of rules, 
and it will continue to bear the marks of the injury 
until legislative re-arrangement and re-statement fully 
disclose the stores of common sense which are at pre- 
sent concealed by its defects of language and form. 
On the other hand, these habits of the English Courts 
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seem to be closely connected with one of the most 

honourable characteristics of the English' system, its 

extreme carefulness about facts. Nowhere else in the 

♦ 

world is there the same respect for a fact, unless the 
respect be of English origin. The feeling is not shared 
by our European contemporaries, and was not shared 
by our remote ancestors. It has been said — and the 
remark seems to me a very just one — that in early 
times questions of fact are regarded as the simplest of 
all questions. Such tests of truth as Ordeal and Com- 
purgation satisfy men’s minds completely and easily, 
and the only difficulty recognised is the discovery of 
the legal tradition and its application to the results of 
the test. Up to a certain point no doubt our own 
mechanism for the determination of a fact is also a 
mere artifice. We take as our criterion of truth the 
unanimous opinion of twelve men on statements made 
before them. But then the mode of convincing, or 
attempting to convince, them is exactly that which 
would have to be followed if it were sought to obtain 
a decision upon evidence from the very highest human 
intelligence. The old procedure was sometimes wholly 
senseless, sometimes only distantly rational y the 
modern English procedure is at most imperfect, and 
some of its imperfection arises from the very consti- 
tution of human nature and human society. I quite 
concur, therefore, in the ordinary professional opinion 
that its view of facts and its modes of ascertaining 



rr* u. 


FACT AND LAW. 


40 


them are thfi gr^at glory of English law. I am afmid^ 
however, that facts must always l)e the desi)air of the 
law reformer. Bcntham seems to me from several 


expressions to have supposed that if the English Law 
of Evidence were re*coustructcd on his princi[)le» 
questions of fact would cetise to present any serious 
difficulty. Almost every one of his suggestions has 
been adopted by the Legislature, and yet enquiries 
into facts become more protracted and complex than 
ever. The trutli is that the facts of human nature, 
with which Courts of Justice have chiefly to deal, 
are far obscurer and more intricately involved than 
the facts of physical nature ; and the difficulty of 
ascertaining them with precision constantly increases 
in our age, through the progress of invention and 
enterj:>rise, through the ever-growing miscellaneous- 
ness of all modern cotnmunities, and through the ever- 
quickening play of modern social movements. Pos- 
sibly we may sec English law take the form which 
Bentham hoj)ed for and laboured for ; every succes- 
sive year brings us in some slight degree nearer to 
this achievement ; and consequently, little as we may 


agree in his opinion that all questions of law are the 
effect of some judicial delusion or legal abuse, we 


may reasonably expect them to become less fre- 
quent and easier of solution. But neither facts nor 


the modes of ascertaining them tend in the least to 


£ 
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simplify themselves, and in no conceivable state of 
society will Courts of Justice enjoy perpetual 
vacation. 

I have been at some pains to explain what sort of 
authority the Irish Brehon law did not^ in my opinion, 
possess. The ‘ law of nature ’ had lost all supernatural 
sanction, except so far as it coincided with the ‘ law 
of the letter.’ It had not yet acquired, or had very 
imperfectly acquired, that binding power which law 
obtains when the State exerts the public force through 
Courts of Justice to compel obedience to it. Had it, 
then, any authority at all; and if so, what sort of 
authority? Part of the answer to this question I en- 
deavoured to give three years ago (‘Village Commu- 
nities, in the East and West,’ pp. 56, 57); and though 
much more might be said on the subject, I defer it 
till another opportunity. So far as the Brehon law 
declared actual ancient and indigenous practices, 
it shared in the obstinate vitality of all customs when 
observed by a society distributed into corporate natu- 
ral groups. But, besides this, it had another source 
of influence over men s minds, in the bold and never- 
flagging self-assertion of the class which expounded 
it. A portion of the authority enjoyed by the Indian 
Brahminical jurisprudence is undoubtedly to be ex- 
plained in the same way. The Brehon could not, 
like the Brahmin, make any such portentous assertion 
as that his order sprang from the head of Brahma, 
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it was an etnbodiment of perfect purity, and that 
jths first teacher of its lore was a dii'ecb emanation 
from God. But the Brehon did claim that St. Pat- 
rick and other great Irish saints hud sanctioned the 
law which he declared, and that some of them had 
even revised it. Like the Brahmin, too, he never 
threw away an opportunity of aflirming the^ dignity of 
his profession. In these law-tracts the heads of this 
profession are uniformly placed, wdiere Cajsar placed 
the Druids, on the same level with the highest classes 
of Celtic society. The fines payable for injury to 
them, and their rights of feasting at the expense of 
other classes (a form of right which will demand much 
attention from us hereafter), are adjusted to those of 
Bishops and Kings. It is more than likely that the 
believing multitude ended by accepting these preten- 
sions. From what we know of that stage of thought 
we can hardly set limits to the amount of authority 
spontaneously conceded to the utterances of a sole 
literary class. It must have struck many that the 
influence of the corresponding class in our own modern 
socie^ far exceeds anything which could have been 
asserted of it from the mere consideration of our 
social mechanism. There is, perhaps, an impression 
abroad that the influence it exerts increases as history 
goes on, an impression possibly produced and certainly 
strengthened by the brilliant passages in which Lord 
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Macaulay contrasted the well-paid literary labour of 
his own day with the miseries of the literary hack of 
Grub Street a century before. I think that this 
opinion, if broadly stated, is at the very least doubt- 
ful. The class which, to use a modern neologism, 

‘ formulates ’ the ideas dimly conceived by the multi- 
tude — which saves it mental trouble by collecting 
through generalisation, which is an essentially labour- 
saving process, the scattered fragments of its know- 
ledge and experience — has not always consisted of 
philosophers, historians, and novelists, but had earlier 
representatives in poets, priests, and la^vyers. It is 
not at all a })arad()xical opinion that these last were 
its most powerful members. For, nowadays, it has 
to cope witli the critical taculty, more or less found 
ev(^ry where, aiubcnorinously strengthened by obscTva- 
tion of the methods of physical discovery. No autho- 
rity of our day is possibly comparable with that of 
the men who, in an utterly uncritical age, simply said 
of a legal rule, ‘ So it has been laid down by the 
learned,’ or used the still more impressive formula, 

^ It is thus written.’ 

While, however, I fully believe that the Brehon 
law possessed great authority, I think also that it 
was in all probability irregularly and intermittently 
enforced, and that partial and local departures from 
it were common all over ancient Ireland. Anybody 
who interested himself in the question of its practical 
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application woitld have to encounter the very pro- 
blems whicfi are suggested by the Brahminical Hin- 
doo law. The student of this last system, especially if 
he compares it with the infinity of local usage prac- 
tised in India, is constantly asking himself how lUr 
was the law of the Brahmin jurists observed before 
the English undertook to enforce it through their 
tribunals? The Editor of the Third Volume of the 
Ancient Laws of Ireland lias given a very apposite 
example of a problem of the same kind (iii. 14()), by 
extracting from the Carew Papers the story of a 
famous dispute as to the headship of the great Irish 
house of O’Neill. Oon O’Neill, its chief, had two sons, 
Matthew and Shane. Matthew O’Neill was heir to Con 


O’Neill’s earldom of Tyrone, according to the limita- 
tions of the patent. Shane O’Neill urged on the 


English Government tliat these limitations were void. 


because the King, in granting the earldom, could not 
have been aware that Matthew O'Neill Avas an adul- 


terine bastard, having lieen in truth born of the wife 
of a smith in Dundalk. Shane O’Neill lias been 


regar ded as the champion of purely Irish ideas (see 
Froude, ‘ English in Ireland,’ I. 4H); but tliough the 
rule of legitimacy upon which he insisted confonns 
to our notions, it is directly contrary to the legal 
doctrine of the Book of Aicill, Avhich in one of its 
most surprising passages lays down formally the pro- 
cedure by which the natural father could bring into 
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his family a son born under the alleged circumstance 
of Matthew O’Neill, on paying compensa^on to the 
putative parent. Unless Shane O’Neill’s apparent 
ignorance of this method of legitimation was merely 
affected for the purpose of blinding the English 
Government, it would seem to follow that the Book 
of Aicill, though its authorship was attributed to 
King Cormac, had not an universally recognised 
authority. 

I do not know that the omission of the English, 
when they had once thoroughly conquered the country, 
to enforce the Brehon law through the Courts which 
they established, has ever been reckoned among the 
wrcuigB of Ireland. But if they had done this, they 
would have effected the very change Avhich at a 
much later period they brought about in India, igno- 
rantly, but with the very best intentions. They 
would have given immensely greater force and a 
much larger sphere to a system of rules loosely and 
occasionally administered before they armed them 
with a new authority. Even as it was, I cannot 
doubt that the English did much to perpetuate the 
Brehon law in the shape in which we find it. * The 
Anglo-Norman settlement on the east coast of Ireland 
acted like a running sore, constantly irritating the 
Celtic “regions beyond the Pale, and deepening the 
confusion which prevailed there. If the country had 
been left to itself, one of the great Irish tribes would 
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almost certainly have conquered the rest* All the 
legp.1 ideas •which, little conscious as we are of their 
source, come to us from the existence of a strong 
central government lending its vigour to the arm of 
justice would have made their way into the Brehon 
law ; and the gap between the alleged civilisation of 
England and the alleged barbarism of Ireland during 
much of their history, which was in reality narrower 
than is commonly supposed, would have almost wholly 
disappeared. 

Before I close this chapter it is necessary to 
state that the Brehon law has not been unaffected by 
the two main influences which have made the modern 
law of Western Europe different from the ancient, 
Christian morality and Roman jurisprudence. It has 
been modified by Roman juridical ideas in some de- 
gree, though it would be hazardous to lay down with 
any attempt at precision in what degree. I have trust- 
worthy information that, in the tracts translated but 
not yet published, a certain number of Roman legal 
maxims are cited, and one Roman jurisconsult is men- 
tioned by name. So far as the published tracts afford 
materials for an opinion, I am inclined to think that 
the influence of the Roman law has been very slight, 
and to attribute it not to study of the writings of the 
Roman lawyers, but to contact with Churchmen im- 
bued more or less with Roman legal notions. We 
may be quite sure that the Brehons were indebted 



66 


WILLS AND CONTRACTS. 


LBCT. n. 


to thorn for one conception which is® present in the 
tracts — the conception of a Will; and we may pro- 
bably credit the Church with the comparatively ad- 
vanced development of another conception which we 
find here — the conception of a Contract. The origin 
of the rules concerning testamentary bequest which 
are sometimes found in Western bodies of law other- 
wise archaic lias been tnucli considered of late years; 
and the weight of learned opinion inclines strongly 
to the view tliat these rules had universally their 
source in Homan law*, but were diffused by the in- 
fluence of the Christian clergy. Tliis assertion 
cannot be quite so contidcntly made of Contracts ; 
but the sacredness of bequests and the sacredness of 
j>romises were of about equal importance to the 
Cliurch, ns the donee of pious gifts ; and, as regards 
the Jirehon law, it is jilain upon the face of the pub- 
lished sub-tract which is chiefly concerned with Con- 
tract, the Corns Kesenn, that the material interests of 
the Church furnished one principal motive for its 
compilation. The Corns Besena, in which, I may 
observe, a certain confusion (not uncommon in ancient 
law) may be remarked between contracAs and grants^ 
between the promise to give and the act or ojxiration 
of giving, contains some very remarkable propositions 
on the subject of Contract. Here, and in other parts 
of the Senchus Mor, the mischiefs of breach of con- 
tract are set forth in the strongest language. ‘ The 
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will woul(f be in a state of confusion if verbal cou- 
rts wci*e flot binding.’ ‘ There are three periods 
which the world dies : the period of a plague, of a 
[eneral wai*, of the dissolution of verbal contracts.’ 
The world is worthless at tlie time of the dissolution 
of contracts.’ At first sight tliis looks a good deal 
jliker the doctrine of the eighteenth century than of 
any cenUiry between the sixth and the sixteenth. 
Let us see, however, what follows when the |)osition 
thus broadly stated has to be worked out. We come, 
in the Corns liesena, upon the following attempt at 
classification, which 1 fear would have deeply shocked 

Jeremy llentham and John Austin: ‘How many 

• 

kinds of contracts are there?’ asks the Brehon text- 


writer. ‘ Two,’ is tlic answer. ‘ A valid contract, 
and an invalid contract.’ This, no doubt, is absurd, 
but the cx[)lmuition appears to be as follows. The 
principle of the absolute sacreduess of contracts was 


probably of foreign origin, and was ijisisted upon for 
a particular purpose. It was therefore laid down too 


broadly for the Jictual state of tJie law and the actual 


condition of Irish Celtic society. Uinler such cir- 
cumstances a treatise on Contract takes necessarily 
th(‘ form in great measure of a treatise on the grounds 
of invalidity in contracts, on the manifold exceptions 
to an over-broad general vi\h. Anciently, tlie power 
of contracting is limited on all sides. It is limited 
by the rights of your family, by the rights of your 
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distant kinsmen, by the rights of your co-villagers, 

■h, 

by the rights of your tribe, by the rights of your 
Chief, and, if you contract adversely to the Church, 
by the rights of the Church. The Corns Bescna is 
in great part a treatise on tliese archaic limitations. 
At the same time some of the modem grounds of 
invalidity are very well set forth, and the merit may 
possibly be due to the penetration of Roman doctrine 
into the Brehon law-schools. 

Something must be said on the extent to which 
Christian opinion has leavened these Brehon writings. 
Christianity has certainly had considerable negative 
influence over them. It became no longer possible for 
the Brehon to assert that the transgressor of his rules 
would incur a supernatural penalty, and the conse- 
quences of this were no doubt important. But still, as 
you have seen, in tlie case of ‘ fasting on a man,’ or ‘ sit- 
ting dhai'im^' the heathen rule remained in the system, 
though its significance was lost. Again, one positive 
result of the reception by the Brehons of the so-called 
* law of the letter ’ appears to have been the develop- 
ment of a great mass of rules relating to the territorial 
rights of tlie Church, and these constitute a* very 
interesting department of the Brehon law. But there 
has certainly been nothing like an intimate inter- 
penetration of ancient Irish law by Christian prin- 
ciple. If this kind of influence is to be looked for 
anywhere, it must be in the law of Marriage, and the 
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;nate branches of Divorce, Legitimacy, and Iiilier- 
ta’nce. Thdfee, however, are the very portions of the 
Jrehon law which have been dwelt upon by writers 
>onvinced that, as regards the relations of the sexes, 
the primitive Irish were near akin to those Celts 
of Britain of whose practices Caesar had heard. 
(B. G., V. 14.) The ‘Book of Aicill’ provides for the 
legitimation not only of the bastard, but of the adul- 
terine bastard, and measures the compensation to be 
paid to the putative father. The tract on ^Social 
Connections ’ appears to assume tliat the temix)mry 
cohabitation of the sexes is part of the accustomed 
order of society, and on this assumption it minutely 
regulates the mutual rights of the parties, showing 
an es|>ecial care for tlie interests of the woman, even 
to the extent of reserving to her tlie value of her 
domestic services during her residence in the common 
dwelliiig. One remark ought, however, to be made 
on these provisions of the Brehon law. It is not in- 
conceivahlc that, surprising as they are, they may be 
the index to a social advance, Caesar plainly found 
the Celts of the Continent polygamous, living in 
famifies held together by stringent Paternal Power. 
He, a Roman, familiar with a Patria Potestas as yet 
undecayed, thinks it worthy of remark that tlie liead 
of a Gallic household had the jiower of life and death 
over his wives as well as his children, and notices with 
astonishment that, when a husband died under sus- 
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picious circumstances, his wives wero 
same cruelty as a body of household 
whose master had been killed by an 
(B. G., vi. 19.) Now, though very 
confidently said about the transition 
thcless, is an undoubted fact) of many societies frVr... 
polygamy to monogamy under influences other tlian 
those of religion, it may plausibly be conjectured that 
here and there it had its cause in liberty of divorce. 
The system which permitted a plurality of wives may 
have passed into the system which forbade more than 
one wife at a.tinie, but which did not go farther. The 
monogamy of the modern and Western workl is, in 
fact, the monogamy of the Romans, from which the 
license of divorce has been expelled by Christian mo- 
rality. There are hardly any materials for.an o])inion 
U])on the degree of influence exercised by the Church 
over the transformation of marriage-relations in Ire- 
land, but there are several indications that the ecclesi- 
astical rules as to the conditions of a valid marriasre 
establiHlicd tliomselves very slowly among the ruder 
races on the outskirts of what had been the Roman 
Empire. jMr. Riirton (‘History of Scotland,’ ii. 21^), in 
speaking of the numl)er of illegitimate claimants M'ho 
brought their pretensions to the Cromi of Scotland 
before Edward the First, observes : • That they should 
have pushed their claims only shows that the Church 
hud not yet absolutely estobllshed the rule that from 
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her and her ceijemony and sacrament could alone 
come the uifiou capable of transmittinj; a rif^ht of 
succession to offspring.’ The tnict on ‘ Social Con- 
nexions ’ notices a ‘first’ wife, and the recogni- 
tion may be attributable to the Church, but on 
the whole my impression certainly is that the ex- 
tremely ascetic form under which Christianity was 
introduced into Ireland was unfavourable to its ob- 
taining a hold on popular morality. The common 
view seems to have been that chastity was the profes- 
sional virtue of a special class, for the Jlrehon tracts, 
which make tlie assumptions I have described as to 
the morals of the laity, speak of irregularity of life in 
a monk or bishop with the strongest reprobation and 
disgust. At the present moment Ireland is probably 
the (»ue of all Western countries in which the relations 
of the sexes are most nearly on the footing required 
by the Christian theory ; nor is there any reasonable 
doubt that this result has been lirought about in the 
main by the Rornsin Catholic clergy. But this puri- 
fication of morals was effected during the j)eriod 
through which monks and monasticism were either 
expelled from Ireland or placed under the ban of the 
law. 

I will take this opportunity of saying that the 
influence of Christianity on a much more famous 
system than the Brehon law has always seemed to 
me to be greatly overstated by M. T roplong and other 



62 


CHBISTIANITY AND ROMAN LAW. 


LBCT. n. 


well-known juridical writers. Th^e fs, of course, 
evidence of Christian influence on Rom^i law in the 
disabilities imposed on various classes of heretics and 
in the limitatioas of that liberty of divorce which 
belonged to the older jurisprudence. But, even in 
respect of divorce, tlic modifications strike me aa less 
than might have been e.xpected from what we know 
of tlie condition of opinion in the Homan world ; and, 
as regards certain improvements said to have been 
introduced by Ciiristianity into the Imperial law of 
slavery, they were probably quickened by its influ- 
ence, but they began in principles which w'ere of 
Stoical rather than of Christian origin. I do not 
question-the received opinion that Christianity greatly 
mitigated and did much to abolish personal and pre- 
dial slavery in the West, but the Continental lawyers 
of whom I spoke considerably antedate its influence, 
and take far too little account of the 2)rodigiou8 effects 
subsequently produced by the practical equality of all 
men within the pale of the Catholic priesthood. But 
I principally deprecate these statements, which in 
some countries have almost become professional com- 
monplaces, for two reasons. They slur over a® very 
instructive fact, the great uninalleability of all bodies 
of law ; and they obscure an interesting and yet un- 
settled problem, the origin of the Canon law. The 
truth seems to be that the Imperial Roman law did 
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not satisfy tfie n^orality of the Christian communities, 
and this’ is •the most probable reason why another 
body of rules greiv up by its side and ultimately 
almost rivalled it. 
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angwering to tlris notion — Humanity. The most 
powerful of the agencies which have brought about 
this broader and laxer view of kinship has un- 
doubtedly been llcligion, and indeed one great 
Eastern religion extended it until for some purposes 
it embraced all sentient naturfi. All this modern 
enlargement of the primitive conception of khiship 
must be got rid of before we can bring it home to 
ourselves. There was no brotherhood recognised by 
our savage forefathers except actual consanguinity 
regarded as a fact. If a man was not of kin to 
another there was nothing between them, lie was 
an enemy to be slain, or s|)oiled, or liated, as much as 
the wild beasts uj>on which the tribe made war, as 
belonging indeed to the craftiest and the cruellest 
order of wild animals. It would scarcely be too strong 
an assertion that the dogs which followed the camp had 
more in common with it than the tribesmen of an 
alien and unrelated tribe. 

The tribes of men with which the student of 
jurispinidence is concerned are exclusively those be- 
longing to the races now universally classed, on the 
ground of linguistic affinities, as Aryan and Semitic. 
Besides these he has at most to take into account 
that portion of the outlying mass of mankind which 
has lately been called Uralian, the Turks, Hungarians, 
and Finns. The characteristic of all these races, 
when in the tribal state, is that the tribes themselves, 
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and all subdivisions of them, are Conceived by 
men who compose them as descended from a single 
male ancestor. Such communities see the Family 
group with which they are familiar to be made up of 
the descendants of a single living man, and of his 
wife or wives; and perliaps they are accustomed to 
that larger group, formed of the descendants of a 
single recently deceased ancestor, which still survives 
in India as a compact assemblage of blood -relatives, 
though it is only known to us through the traces it 
has left in our Tables of Inheritance. The mode of 
constituting groups of kinsmen which they see pro- 
ceeding before their eyes they believe to be identical 
with the process by which the community itself was 
formed. Thus the theoretical assumption is that all 
the tribesmen are descended from some common an- 
cestor, whose descendants have formed sub-groups, 
which again have branched off into others, till the 
smallest group of all, the existing Family, is reached. 
I believe I may say that there is substantial agreement 
as to the correctness of these statements so long as 
they arc confined to the Aryan, Semitic, and Uralian 
races. At most it is asserted that, among tlie re- 
corded usages of portions of these races, there are 
obscure indications of another and an earlier state of 
things. But then a very different set of assertions 
from these are made concerning that large part of 
the human race which cannot be classed as Aryan? 
Semitic, or Uralian. It is, first of all, alleged that 
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there is evi(|ence of the wide prevalence among them 
of ideas on the subject of Consanguinity which are 
irreconcileable with the assumption of common de- 
scent from a single ancestor. Next, it is pointed out 
that some small, isolated, and very barbarous com- 
munities — perhaps lo!ig hidden in inaccessible Indian 
valleys, or within the ring of a coral reef in the 
Southern Seas — still follow ])ractices which it would 
be incorrect and unjust to call immoral, because, in 
the view we are considering, they are older than 
morality. The suggestloii is finally made that if 
these practices were, in an older stage of the world’s 
history, very much more widely extended than at 
j)rcsent, the abnormal, non- Aryan, non-Semitic, non- 
Uralian notions about kinshi]) of which I have spoken 
would find their explanation. If, indeed, the con- 
clusion here pointed at expresses the truth, and if 
these practices were really at one time universal, it 
would be an undeserved compliment to the human 
race to say. that it once followed the ways of the 
lower animals, since, in jx)int of fact, all the lower 
animals do not follow the practices thus attributed 
to them. But, whatever l>e the interest of such 
enquiries, they do not concern us till the Kinship <rf 
the higher races can be distinctly shown to have 
grown out of the Kinship now known only to the 
lower, and even then they concern us only re- 
motely. No doubt several recent writers do believe 
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in the descent of one form of consanguinity from the 
other. Mr. Lewis Morgan, of New York, the author 
of a remarkable and very magnificent volume on 
‘ Systems of Consanguinity and Affinity in the Hu- 
man Family/ published by the Smithsonian Institute 
at Washington, reckons no less than ten stages 
(p. 48G) through wliich communities founded on 
kinship have passed before that form of the family 
was developed out of which the Aryan tribes con- 
ceive themselves to have sprung. But Mr. Morgan 
also says of the system known upon the evidence 
actually to prevail among the Aryan, Semitic, and 
Uralian divisions of mankind that (p. 409) it ^ mani- 
festly proceeds upon tlic assumption of the existence 
of marriage between single pairs, and of the certainty 
of parentage through the marriage relation/ ^ Hence,’ 
he adds, ‘ it must have come into existence after the 
establishment of marriage between single pairs.’ 

A remark of considerable importance to the stu- 
dent of early usage has now to be made respecting 
the bond of union recognised by these greater races. 
Kinship, as the tie binding communities together, 
tends to be regarded as the same thing with subjec- 
tion to a common authority. The notions of Power 
and Consanguinity blend, but they in nowise super- 
sede one another. We have a familiar example of 
this mixture of ideas in the subjection of the smallest 
group, the Family, to its patriarchal head. Wherever 
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we have evWenje of such a group, it becomes difficult 
to say whether the persons comprised in it are most 
distinctly regarded as kinsmen, or as servile or semi- 
servile dependants of the person who was the source 
of their kinship. The confusion, however, if we may 
so style it, of kinship with subjection to patriarchal 
power is observable also in the larger groups into 
which the Family expands. Tn some cases the Tribe 
can hardly be otherwise described than as the group 
of men subject to some one chieftain. This peculiar 
blending of ideas is undoubtedly connected with the 
extension (a familiar fact to most of us) of the area of 
ancient groups of kindred by artitices or fictions. 
Just as we find the Family recruited by strangers 
brought under the paternal power of its head by 
adoption, so we find the Tribe, or Clan, including a 
number of persons, in theory of kin to it, yet in fact 
connected with it only by common dependence on the 
Chief. I do not affect to give any simple explanation 
of the subjection of the various assemblages of kindred 
to forms of power of which the patriarchal power of 
the head of the family is the type. Doubtless it is 
partly to be accounted for by deep-seated instincts. 
But Mr. Morgan’s researches seem to me to have sup* 
plied another partial explanation. He has found that 
among rude and partially nomad communities great 
numbers of kindred, whom we should keep apart in 
mind, and distinguish fi'om one another in language, 
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are grouped together in great classes arid called by 
the same general names. Every man is i elated to an 
extraordinary number of men called his brothers, to 
an extraordinary number called his sons, to an extra- 
ordinary number called his uncles. Mr. Morgan 
explains the fact in his own way, but he points out 
the incidental convenience served by this method of 
classification and noiuenclatiiro. Though the point 
may not at first strike us, kinship is a clumsy basis 
for communities of any size, on account of the diffi- 
culty which the mind, and particularly the untutored 
mind, has in embracing all the persons bound to any 
one man by tie of blood, and therefore (which is the 
important mutter) connected Avith him by common 
responsibilities and rights. A great extension and 
considerable relaxation of the notion of kinship gets 
over the difficulty among the lower races, but it may 
be that, among the higher, Patriarchal PoAver ansAvers 
the same object. It simplifies the conceptions of 
kinship and of conjoint responsibility, first in the 
Patriarchal Family and ultimately in the Clan or Tribe. 

We liave next to consider the epoch, reached at 
some time by all the portions of mankind destiited to 
cmlisation, at which tribal communities settle doAvn 
upon a definite space of land. The liveliest account 
which I have read of this process occurs in an ancient 
Indian record which has every pretension to authen- 
ticity. In a very interesting volume published by the 
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Government*of ]y[adra8, and called ‘ Papers on Mirasi 
Right’ (Mathias, 1862), there are printed some ancient 
Memorial Verses, as they are called, which describe the 
manner in which the Vellalee, a possibly Aryan tribe, 
followed their cliief into Tondeimandalam, a region 
roughly corresjionding with a state once famous in 
modern Indian history, Arcot. There the Vellalee con- 
quered and extirpated, or enslaved, some more primi- 
tive population and took permanent possession of its 
territory. The poetess — for the lines are attributed 
to a woman — compares the invasion to the flowing of 
the j nice of the sugar-cane ovov a flat surface. (‘ Mirasi 
Papers,’ p. 233.) The juice crystallises, and the crys- 
tals are the various village-communities. In the 
middle is one lump of peculiarly fine sugar, the place 
where is the temple of the god. Homely as is the 
image, it seems to me in one respect peculiarly felici- 
tous. It represents the tribe, though moving in a 
fused mass of men, as containing within itself a prin- 
ciple of coalescence which began to work as soon as 
the movement was over. The }X)int is not always 
recollected. Social history is frequently considered 
as bd^inning with the tribal settlement, and as though 
no principles of union had been brought by the tribe 
from an older home. But we have no actual know- 
ledge of any aboriginal or autochthonous tribe. 
Wherever we have any approximately trustworthy 
information concerning the tribes which we discern 
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in the far distance of history, they have always come 
from some more ancient seat. The Vdlalee, in the 
Indian example, must have been agriculturists some- 
where, since they crystallised at once into village- 
communities. 

It has long been assumed that the tribal constitu- 
tion of sociiety belonged at first to nomad communi- 
ties, and that, when associations of men first settled 
down upon land, a great change came over them. 
But the manner of transition from nomad to settled 
life, and its effects upon custom and idea, have been 
too much described, as it seems to me, from mere 
conjecture of the probabilities ; and the whole pro- 
cess, as 1 have just observed, has been conceived as 
more abrupt than such knowledge as we have would 
lead us to believe it to have been. Attention has 
thus been drawn off from one assertion on this sub- 
ject which may be made, I think, upon trustworthy 
evidence — that, from the moment when a tribal com- 
munity settles down finally upon a definite space of 
land, the Land begins to be the basis of society in 
place of the Kinship. The change is extremely 
gradual, and in some particulars it has not even now 
been fully accomplished, but it has been going on 
through the whole course of history. The constitu- 
tion of the Family through actual blood-relationship 
is of course an observable fact, but, for all groups of 
men larger than the Family, the Land on which they 
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live tends to^becpme the bond of union between them, 
at the expense of Kinship, ever more and more 
vaguely conceived. We can trace the development 
of idea both in the large and now extremely miscel- 
laneous aggregations of men combined in States or 
Political Conimunities, and also in the smaller aggre- 
gations collected inA'illage-Comriiunities and Manors, 
among whom landed property took its rise. The 
barbarian invaders of the Western Roman Empire, 
though not uninfluenced by former settlements in 
older homes, brought back to Western Europe a 
mass of tribal ideas which the Roman dominion had 
banished from it; but, from the moment of their 
flnal occupation of definite territories, a transforma- 
tion of these ideas began. Some years ago I pointed 
out (‘Ancient Law,’ pp. 103 et seq,) the evidence fur- 
nished by the history of International Law that the 
notion of territorial sovereignty, which is the basis of 
the international system, and which is inseparably 
connected with dominion over a definite area of land, 
very slowly substituted itself for the notion of tribal 
sovereignty. Clear traces of the change are to be 
seen tn the official style of kings. Of our own kings, 
King John was the first who always called himself 
King of England. (Freeman, ‘ Norman Conquest,’ I. 
82, 84.) His predecessors commonly or always called 
themselves Kings of the English. The style of the 
king reflected the older tribal sovereignty for a much 



KINGS OP PBAXtK AND OP THE FRENCH. 


LBCT. lU. 


74 


longer time in France. The title of. King of France 
may no doubt have come into use in thte veniacular 
soon after the accession of the dynasty of Capet, but 
it is an impressive fact that, even at the time of the 
Massacre of St. liartliolomcw, tlie Kings of France 
were still in Latin ‘ Itcges Francorum;’ and Henry 
the Fourtli only abandoned the designation because it 
could not be got to lit in conveniently on his coins 
with the title of King of Xavarre, the purely feudal and 
territorial principality of the Bourbons. (Freeman, 
loc, cit) We may bring home to ourselves the trans- 
formation of idea in another wav. England was once 
the country which Englishmen inhabited. English- 
men are now the pttople who inhabit England. The 
descendants of our forefathers keep up the tradition 
of kinshij) by calling themselves men of English race, 
but they tend steadily to become Americans and 
Australians. 1 do not say that the notion of con- 
sanguinity is absolutely lost; but it is extremely 
diluted, tuid ijuitc subordinated to the newer view of 
the territorial constitution of nations. The blended 
ideas are reflected in such im expression as ‘ Father- 
land,’ which is itself an index to the fact thfft our 
thoughts cannot separate national kinship from com- 
mon country. No doubt it is true that in our day 
the older conception of national union through con- 
sanguinity has seemed to be renved by theories 
which are sometimes called generally theories of 
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Nationality, dnd pf wliich particular forms are known 
to us as Patt-Sclavism and Pan-Teutonisin, Such 
theories are in truth a product of modern pliilology, 
and have grown out of the assumption that linguistic 
affinities prove community of blixKh But wherever 
the jxditical theory of Nationality is distinctly con- 
ceived, it amounts to a claim that men of the same 
race shall be included, not in the same tribal, but in 
tlie same territorial soverei<^nt v. 

We can perceive, from th(‘ records of the Hellenic 
and Latin city-communities, that there, and j>robahly 
over a great jiart of the world, the substitution of com- 
mon territory for common race as the basis of national 
union was slow, and not accomplished without very 
violent struggles. ‘ The history of politicid ideas 
begins,’ I have said elsewhere, ^ with the assumption 
that kinsliij) in lilood is the sole ]>ossible ground of 
community in political functions; nor is there any of 
those subversions of feeling which we emphatically 
term revolutions so sUirtling and so complete as the 
change which is accomplished when some other prin- 
ciple — such us that, for instance, of local contiguity 
— estitldishes itself for the first time as the basis of 
common political action.* The one object of ancient 
democracies was, in fact, to be counted of kin to the 
aristocracies, simply on the ground that the aristocracy 
of old citizens, and the democracy of new, lived within 
the same territorial circumscription. The goal was 
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reached in time both by the Athqniaii Demos u 
by the Roirmn Plebs ; but the complete victory 
the Roman popular party was the source of infl 
ences which have not spent tliemselves at the presei 
moment, since it is one of the causes why the passag 
from the Trilwil to the Territorial conception of Sove 
reignty was much more easy and im[)erceptible in th< 
modern than in the older world. I have before stated 
that a certain confusion, or at any rate indistinctness 
of discrimination, between consanguinity and common 
subjection to power is traceable among the rudiments 
of Aryan thought, and no doubt the mixture of no- 
tions has helped to bring about that iilentitication 
of common nationality with common allegiance to 
the King, which has greatly facilitated the iibsorption 
of new bodies of citizens by modern commonwealths. 
But the majesty with which the memory of the 
Roman Empire surrounded all kings hfis also greatly 
contributed to it, and without the victory of the 
Roman Plebeians there would never have been, 1 
need hardly say, any lioman Empire. 

The new knowledge which has been rapidly 
accumulating of late years enables us to track pre- 
cisely the same transmutation of ideas amid the 
smaller groups of kinsmen settled on land and form- 
ing, not Commonwealths, but Village-Communities. 
The historian of former days laboured probably under 
no greater disadvantage than that caused by his 
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unjivoidabie igri<»rance of the imi)ortance of these 
communities/ aod by the necessity thus imposed ujKm 
him of confining his attention to the larger assemblages 
of tribesmen. It has often, indeed, been noticed that 
a Feudal Monarchy was an exact counterpart of a 
Feudal Manor, but the reason of the corresjiorKrencc 
is only now beginning to dawn u{M)n us, which is, 
that both of them were in their origin bodies of 
assumed kinsmen settled on land and underixoin;: the 
same transmutation of ideas through the fact of 
settlement. The history of the larger groups ends 
in the modern notions of Country and Sovereignty; 
the history of the smaller in the modern notions of 
Landed Projicrty. The two courses of historical de- 
velojunent were for a long while strictl}’ parallel, 
though they have ceased to be so now. 

The naturally organised, sclfoxistbig, Village- 
Community can no longer be claimed as an institution 
specially characteristic of the Aryan races. M. de 
Laveleye, following Dutch authorities, has described 
these communities as they are found in Java ; and 
M, Renan has discovered them among the obscurer 
Semitic tribes in Northern Africa. Rut, wherever 
they have been examined, the extant examples of 
the group suggest the same theory of its origin which 
Mr. Freeman (‘Comparative Politics/ p. 103) has 
advanced concerning the Germanic village-community 
or Mark ; ‘ This lowest jxditical unit was at first, 
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here (t*/?. in Kngluud) iis elsewhere, formed of iq 
bound together by a tie of kindred, in its first esta 
natural, in a later stage either of kindred natural < 
artificial.’ The evidence, however, is now quite ainp- 
enough to furnish us with strong indications nc 
only of the mode in whicli these communities begar 
but of the iikkIc in which they transformed tliem 
selves. The world, in fact, contains examples oi 
cultivating groups in every stage, from that in which 
they are actually bodies of kiusmen, to that in which 
the merest shadow of consaruruinitv survives and the 
assemblage of cultivat<)rs is held together solely by 
the land which they till in common. The great steps 
in the scale of transition seem to me to be marked by 
the floint Family of the Hindoos, by th(‘ House- 
Ciiiumunity of the Southern Sclavonians, and by the 
true Villago-(\>mmunity, as it is found first in Russia 
and next in India. The group which I liave placed 
at the head, the Hindoo Joint Family, is really a body 
of kinsmen, the natural and adoptive descendants of 
a known ancestor. Although the modern law of 
India gives such facilities for its dissolution that it is 
one of the most unstable of social com[X)unds, and 
rarely lasts beyond a couple of generations, still, so 
long as it lasts, it has a legal corjx>rate existence, and 
exhibits, in the most perfect state, that community of 
proprietary enjoyment ’which has been so often ob- 
served, and (let me add) so often misconstrued, in 
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cijtivating societies of archaic type, ‘According to 
the true notion of a joint undivided Hindoo family/ 
said the Privy Council, ‘ no member of the family, 
while it remains undivideil, can predicate of the joint 
undivided pn)j>erty that he, that particular member, 
hits a certain definite sliare. . . . Tlie procee<lH of 
undivided j^roperty must be brought, according to 
the theory, into the common chcvSt or purse, and 
then dealt with according U) the nuKles of enjoy- 
ment of the int‘mbers of an nndivid(‘d famih .* (Per 
Lord Westbury, A})jx)vier ?*. Hama Subba Aiyan, 
11 Moore’s Indian Appeals, 75.) ^Vhile, however, 
these Hindoo families, ‘joint in f<MKl, worship, and 
estate,* are constantly engaged in the cultivation of 
land, and dealing with its produce ‘according to 
the modes of enjoyment of an undivided family,’ 
they are not village-cominiinitics. They arc 
only accidentally connected with the land, how- 
ever extensive their landed pro|>crty may be. 
What holds them together is not- land, but 
consanguinity, and there is no reason why they 
should not occupy themselves, as indeed they fre- 
quently do, with trade or with the practice of a 
handicraft. The House-Community, which comes 
next in the order of development, has l>cen examined 
by M. dc Laveleye (P. et s, F. p. 201 ), and by 
Mr. Patterson (‘Fortnightly Kevdew/ No. xliv.), 
in Croatia, Dalmatia, and Illyria, countries which, 
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though nearer to U8 than India, have still much in 
common with the jiarts of the East not brought 
completely under Mahometan influences ; but there 
is reason to l)(*lieve that neither Roman law nor 
feudalism (uitirely crushed it even in Western 
Europe. It is a remarkable fact that assemblages of 
kinsmen, almost precisely the counterpart of the 
llouse-Cornmunities surviving among the Selavonians, 
were observed by M. Dupin, in 1840, in the French 
Department of the Xievre, ?in(l wer(* able to satisfy 
him that even in 1500 they had Ix'on accounted 
ancient. These House -Commmiitu's >eem to me to 


be simply tin* Joint Family of the Hindoos, allowed to 
expand itself without hindrance aial settled for ages 


on the land. All the chief characteristics of tlie 


Hindoo institution are here — the common home and 


common table, which are. always in theory the centre 
of Hind<K) family life ; the collective enjoyment of 
property and its administration by an elected manager. 
Nevertheless, many instructive changes have begun 
wdiich show how such a group modifies itself in time. 


The community is u eonnnunity of kinsmen ; but, 

c 

though the common ancestry is j)robably to a great 
extent real, the tradition havS become weak enou<rh 
to admit of considerablo artificiality bein" introduced 
into the association, as it is found at any given 
moment, through the absorption of strangers from 
outside. Meantime, the land tends to become the 
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true basis of the •jroup ; it is recoijnisecl as of pre- 
eminent importance to its vitality, and it remains 
common proj>CM*ty, while private ownership is allowed 
to show itself in moveables and cattle. In the true 


Vilhi^e-Coinmuiiity, the common dwellin;^: and com- 
mon table whieli behuj^ alike to tin* Joint Family and 
to the Housed 'oiumunitv, are no lonmn* to In^ found. 
TIu' villajjt* it>(‘lf an asstunhlai^e of houses, con- 
tainecl indeed within narrow limits, hut coinj>osed of 

se[)arate dwellinj^s, eaeli jealously ^iumh‘d from the 

♦ 

intrusion of a lua^hhour. riie villa;^(* lands an* no 
lonjter the colIecti> e [)rop(*rty of tlie eonimnnity ; the 
arahh* lands have Ihh'H dividi*d Ix'tween th(* various 


households; tlu* pasture lands havt* hc'cn partially 
divided ; only the wa>t(? remains in eommon. In com- 
paring the two extant types of Villaged’oinmunity 
which have l)een longest examined by good observers, 
the liussian and tin* Indian, we may he le<l to think 
that the traces left on uwige and idta by tbe ancient 
collective enjoyment are faint exactly in ju’oportion 
to the decay of the theory of actual kinship among 
the co-villagers. The Russian peasants of the same 
village *really believe, we are told, in their common 
ancestry, and accordingly we find that in Ifnssia the 
arable lands of the village are jKiriodically re-dis- 
tributed, and that the village artificer, even should 
carry his tools to a distance, works f(r)r the profit of 
his co-villagers. In India, though the villagers are 
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still a brotherhood^ and though membership in the 
brotherhood Hej)arjites a man from the world outside, 
it is very difficult to say in wliat the tie is conceived 
as consisting. Many palpable facts in the composition 
of the community an^ constantly inconsistent with the 
actual descent of the villagers frotn anyone ancestor. 
Accordingly, j)rivate property in land has grown 
lip, though its outlines are not always clear ; the 
|)eriodical ni-di vision of the domain has become a 
mere tradition, or is only ])ractised among the ruder 
portions of tlH‘ race ; and tlu* results of the theoretical 
kinship are pretty much coidined to the duty of sub- 
mitting tocoinnion rules of cultivation and pasturage, 
of abstaining from sale or aliiujation without the 
consent of the co-villagers, and (according to some 
oj)inions ) of rci’raining iroin imposing a rack-rent 
upon members of the same brotherhood. Thus, the 
Indian \"illage-Cominunity is a body of men held to- 
gether by the land \\liicli they occupy: tlie idea of 
common blcKKi and descent has all but died out. A 
few ste|)s more in the same course ol‘ development — 
and these the English law is actually hastening — will 
diffuse the familiar ideas of our own country and 
time throughout India: the A^illage-Coimnunity will 
disappear, and landed property, in the full Englisli 
sense, will come into existence. Mr. Freeman tells 
us that Uffington, Gillingham, and Tooting were in 
probability English village- communities originally 
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nettled by tfie Uffingas, Gillingas, and Totingan, 
three Teutonic joint-families. But assuredly all men 
who live in Tooting do not consider themselves 
brothers ; they barely acknowledge duties imposed 
on them by tlieir mutual vicinitv ; their onlv real tie 

•f • 

is through their common country. 

The ‘natural communism ' of the primitive cub 
tivating groups has s«)metiTnes been deserilual of late 
years, and more jiart icularly by liussian writiTs, an 
an anticipation of thi‘ most advancial and trenchant 
democratic tlieorie.^. No account of the matter could 


in my judgment he more misleading, 
as ‘ aristocratic ' and ‘ demi^cratic ' are 


If su(‘h tmanB 
to be used at 


all, I think it would In* a more plausible statement 
that the transformation and occasional destruction of 


the village-communities were caused, over much of 
the world, by the successful assault of a dernocnicy 


on, an aristocracy. Tlie secret of tlu‘. comparatively 
slight departure of the Russian village-communities 


from what may be believed to have Ix^en the primitive 
type, ap|K.»ars to iiie to lie in the ancient Rus.sian 


practice of colonisation, by which swarms were con- 
stantly^ thrown off from the older village.s to settle 
somewhere in the enormous wastes ; but the Indian 


communities, placed in a region of whicli the j)opula- 
tion has from time immemorial been far denser than 


in the North, bear many marks of past contests 
between the ancient brotherhood of kinsmen and a 
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class of deiHJndants outside it struggling for a share 
in the land, or for the right to use it on easy terms. 
I am aware that there is some grotesqueness at first 
sight in a comparison of Indian villagers, in their 
obscurity and igiionince, and often in their squalid 
misery, to tlie citizens of Athens or Uoine ; yet no 
tradition concerning the origin of the [..atin and 
Hellenic states seinns more trustworthy than that 
which represents them as formed )>} the coalescence 
of two or more village-communities, and indeed, even 
in their most glorious fi»rms, they appear to me 
throughout their early history to Ix^Iong essentially to 
that type. It has often occurred to me that Indian 
functionaries, in their vehement controversies about 
the respective rights of the various classes which 
make up tlie village-community, are unconsciously 
striving to adjust, by a bcnclicent arbitration, the 
claims and counter-claims of the luipatrids and the 
l)emos, of the Populns uiul the Plebs. There is 
even reason to think that one well-known result of 


long civil contention in the great states of antupiity 
has shown itself every now and then in the villaire- 
communities, and that all classes have had to submit 
to tliat sort of autiiority which assumed its most in- 
iiwcnt shape in the otfice of the Roman Dictator, its 
more odious in the usurpation of the Greek Tyrant. 
The founders of a part of one modern Etiropean aris- 
tocracy, the Danish, are known to have been originally 




peasants who for4ifie(l their houses during deadly vil- 
lage struggle*s and then used their advantage, 

Sucli coinmencernents of nobility as that to which 
I have just referred, apj>ear, however, to have been ex- 
ceptional in the Western world, and other causes jnust 
be assigii(id for lluit gri'at transformation of the Village* 
Coinmunitv wliicli has ))een carritul out everywhere in 
England, a litth* less coinjdetely in (lermany, much less 
in Russia ami in all Eastern Europ(‘. I have attemj»ted 
in another work (‘Village-Communities in the East 
and West,’ j>p. Ell to give an abridged account 

of all that is known or has been conjectured on the 
subject of that ‘ Femlalisation of Ihirope’ which has 
had tlie eflect of converting the Mark into the Manor, 
the Village-Community into tlie Fir*f ; and 1 shall pre- 
sently say much on the new light which the ancient 
laws of Ireland have thrown on the early sbigesof the 
j)rocess. At ])resent I will only observe that, when 
completed, its effect was to make the Land tlie exclu- 
sive bond of union lietween men. The Manor or Fief 


was a social group wliolly based n[>on the possession 
of land, and the vast body of feudal rules which 
clustered round this central fact are coloured by it 
throughout. That the Ltand is the foundation of the 
feudal 8y.stem has, of course, been long and fully re- 
cognised ; but I doubt whether the place of the fact 
in history has been sufficiently understood. It marks 
a phase in a course of change continued through long 
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ages and in spheres much larger tlaui that of laiujed 
pro|>erty. At tliis point the notion of common kui- 
ship has been entirely lost. The link between Lord 
and Vassal ])roduced })y Commendation is of cjuite a 
different kind from that produced by Consanguinity. 
When the relation which it created had lasted some 


time, there would liave been no deadlier insult to the 
lord than to attribute to him a common origin with 
the great bulk of his tenants. l-.anguage still retains 
a tinge of the hatred and contempt with which the 
liigher members of the feudal groups regarded the 
lower; and the words of abuse traceable to this aver- 
sion are almost as strong as tliose traceable to differ- 


ences of religious belief. 


There is, in fact, little to 


c1kx> 8C between villain, churl, miscreant, and boor. 


The break-up of tlie feudal group, far advanced in 
most Euro|)ean countries, and complete in France and 
England, has brought us to the state of society in 
which we live. To write its course and causes would 


be to re-write most of modern liistory, economical as 
well as political. It is not, however, difficult to see 
that without the ruin of the smaller social groups, 
and the decay of the authority which, wdiether popu- 
larly or autocratically governed, they possessed over 
the men composing them, we should never have had 
several great conceptions which lie at the base of our 
stock of thought. Without this collapse, we should 
never have had the conception of land as an exchange- 
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able commodity^ differing only from others in the 
limitation of* the supply; and hence, without it, 
some famous chapters of the science of Political 
Economy Avould not liave been written. Without it, 
we should not have had the great increase in modern 
times of tlie authority of the State— one of many 
names for the more extensive community held to- 
gether by common country. Consequently, we 
should not have liad those theories wliich are the 
foundation ot the most recent systems of jurispru- 
dence — the theory ot Sovereignty, or (in otlier words) 
of a portion iiieacli community possessing unlimited 
coercive force over the rest — and the theoiy of Law 


as exclusively the command of sovereign One or 
Number. We sliould, again, not have liad the fact 
which answers to tlicse theories — the ever-increasing 
activity of Legislatures; and, in all probability, that 
famous test of the value of legislation, which its 
author turned into a test of the soundness of morals, 
would never have been devised — the greatest happi- 


ness of the greatest number. 

In saying that the now abundant phenomena of 
primitive ownership open to our observation strongly 
suggest that the earliest cultivating groups were 
formed of kinsmen, that these gradually became 
bodies of men held together by the land which they 
cultivated, and that Property in Land (as we now 
understand it) grew out of the dissolution of these 
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latter asBcmblages, I would not for 4 moment be 
understood to assert that this series of rfianges can" be 
divided into stages abruptly separated from one 
another. TIk^ utmost that can be affirmed is that 
certain pericKls in this histor}" an* distinguished by 
the pn^doininnnce, though not the (‘xelusive existence, 
of ideas pro[>er to them. Here, as elsinvluTi*, the 
world is full of ‘ survivals/ ami the view of society 
as held together by kinship still survives when it is 
beginning to be lield togetlier by land. Similarly, 
the feudal ooiicejition of social relations still exercises 
powerful influenee when land has lieeonie a inci > 
chaiitj jilii,c()inino(lity. There is noeountry in which 
the theory of land as a form of propia'ty like any 
otlnn* has beiai more nnresi'rvedly jicci‘j)ted than onr 
own. Vet English luwvers live in /hcv feodomni. 
Our law is saturated with feudal princi])les, and our 
customs and ojiinions are largely shaped by them. 
Indeed, within the last few years we liave even dis- 
covered that vestiges of the village-eoninumity liave 
not been wholly ofi’aced from onr law, our usiiges, and 
our methcMls of tillage. 


The caution that the sequence t)f these stages 
does not imply ubruj)t tran.sitiv)n from any one to the 
next seems to me especially needed by the student 
of the Ancient Laws of Ireland. Dr. Sullivan, of 
whose Introduction to the lately publislied lectures of 
O’Curry 1 haw already siKiken, dwells with great 
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emphasis on the oj:istence of private property amon^ 

the* ancient Irtsli, and on the jealousy witli which it 

was fruarded. But thou<j:h it is very natural that a 

learned Irishman, stung by the levity which has 

denied to his ancestors all civilised institutions, 

should atta(*li great importance to tlie indications of 

ju’ivate ownership in tin? Brehon law, I must say 

that they <lo not, in my jiulgiucnt, constitute its real 

interest. Tiie iiistructivtuuss of the Brehon tracts, 

at least to the student of legal liistory. seems to me 

to ariM* from their showing that institutions of 

mcKhu’ii stam]) may be in (‘xistem e* with a number of 

rules bv their side which savour of another and a 
•> 

irreatlv older order of ideas. It caiuiot )>e doub1(‘d, 
1 think, that the primitive notion ol' kinship, as the 
cement binding communities together, survived 
Ioniser among the (\‘lts oi‘ Ireland and the Seoltish 
Highlands than in any Western society, and that it 
is stamped on the Brelion law even more clearly than 
it is u])()n the actual land-law of India. It is 
perfectly true that the form of private ownershij) in 
land which grew out of the ap]>ropriation of [)ortions 
of the* tribal domain to individual households of 
tribesmen is jdainly recognised by tin; Brehon 
lawyers ; yet the riglits of private owners are 
limited by the controlling rights of a l)rotherhood of 
kinsmen, a id the control is in some respects even 
more stringent than tliat exercised over separate 
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[iroperty by an IiKiiaii village-coinmuiuty. It is also 
true that another form of ownership 'in IutkI, that 
which had its origin in the manorial authority of the 
lord over the cultivating group, has also Ix^gun to 
show itself; y<*t, tliough the Chief of the Clan is 
rapidly climbing to a position answering to tlie Lord- 
ship of a Manor, lie has not fully ascended to it, and 
the most novel information contained in the tracts is 
that wliich they supjdy concerning the process of 


ascent. 

The first instructive fact whicli strikes us on the 


threshold of the Lrehon law is, that tlie same word, 


^ Fine,’ or Family, is applied to all the subdivisions of 
Irisli society. It is used for tlie Tribe in its largest 
extension as pretcuiding to some degree of political 
independenci*, and for all intermediate bodies dowm 

to the Family as we understand it, and even for 

*/ ^ 

portions of the Family (Sullivan, ‘Introduction/ 
(dxii.). It seems cei*tain that each of the various 
groups into which ancient Celtic society was divide<l 
conceived itself as (h'seended from some one common 


ancestor, from whom the liamc, or one of the names, 
of the entires body of kinsmen was derived. Although 
this assumption was never in ancient Ireland so 
palpable a fiction as the affiliation of Greek races or 
communities on an heroic ejionymous progenitor, it 
Avas probably at most true of the Chief and his 
house so far as regarded the Irish Tribe taken as a 
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r)olitical unit.* IJwt it is probable that it was <H:ca- 
siunally, and cVen oi’ton true of the smaller group, the 
Sept, sub-Tribe, or Joint Family, which apj^ears to 
me to b(i the hijal unit of the Hrehon tracts. The 
traditions regarding tlic eponymous ancestor of this 
group were distinct and apparently trustworthy, and 
its members W(‘re of kin to one another in virtue of 
their common descent from the ancestor who gave 
his name to all. The chief for the time being was, 
as the Anglo-Irish judges called him in the famous 
‘ Case of (lavelkind,’ the cajmt co<fnaiionis. 

Not only was the Trihe or named aftcT this 
eponymous ancestor, but tlu‘ territory which it occu- 
pied also derived from him the name which was in 
commonest use. I make this remark (‘biefly because 
a false inference iias been drawn from an assertion 
of learned men concerning tin.* conn<‘ction between 
names of families and names of places, which properly 
understood is perfectly sound. It has been laid 
down that, whenever a family and j)lac(! have the 
same name, it is the jJace which almost certainly 
gave its name to the family. This is no doubt true 
of feudalised countries, but it is not true of countries 
as yet uiiafFected by feudalism. It is likely that 
such names as * O’Brien’s Country ’ and ‘ Macleo<r8 
Country ’ arc as old a.s any ap[iropriation of land by 
man; and this is worth remembering when we arc 
tempted to gauge the intelligence of an early writer 
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by the absurdity of Iiis etymologies. * Hibernia' 
from an ej^myrnous discoverer, ^ Kyber,’ sounds 
ridiculous euougli : but the chronicler who gives it 
may have been near enough the age of tril^al society 
to tliink that tin? connection between the place and 
the name was tfie most natural and probable he could 
HUirD'st. J^]ven the most fanciful etymologies of the 
(irceks, sucli as IlellesjKmt, from Hello, may liave 
been ‘survivals’ from a primitive tribal system of 
naming places. In the relation between names and 
j)lac(\s, as in much mon* inij)ortant matters, feudalism 
has singularly added to the importanc(‘ of land. 

Let me now state the impression which, partly 
from the examination of the translated texts, leual 
and non-legal, and partly by tin; aid of Ur. Sulli- 
van’s Introduction, 1 liave formed of tli(‘ agrarian 
organisathui of an Irish Tribe. It lias been long 
settled, in all probability, upon the tribal territory. 
It is of .sutlic lent size and imiiortance to constitute a 
political unit, and pc)ssibly at its apex is one of the mi- 
mcTous chietiains whom the Irish n^cords call Kings. 
The primary assmnj)tion is that the whole of the tribal 
territory Indongs to tlie whole of the tribe, but in fact 
large portions ol’ it have been permanently appro- 
priated to minor bodies of tribesmen. A part is 
allotted in a s]K*cial way to the Chief as ajipurteuant 
to his office, and descends from Chief to Chief accord- 
ing to a special rule of succession. Other portions are 
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occypied by fragments of the trii)e, some of which arc 
under minor diiefs or ‘ flaitlis,’ while others, though 
not strictly ruled by a chief, have somebody of a 
noble class to act us their representative. All the 
unappropriated tribe-lands are in a more especial way 
the property of tlie tribe as a whole, and no [H>rtion 
can theoretically be subjected to more than a tempo- 
rary occupation. Such occupations are» however, fre- 
quent, and among th(‘ hohlta's of tribe-hmd, on 
these terms, are groups of men calling tluanselvt's 
tribesmen, but l)eing in reality associations f()rm(‘d 
by contniet, cliiefly for tlic purpose of pasttiring 
cattle. Much of the common tribe-land is not (uru- 
pied Jit all, but constitutes, to us(‘ tbi‘ ICnglisli ex))res- 
sion, tlui ‘ wjiste’ of tlie tribe*. Still this wastj.* is 
constjintly brought un<ler tillage or permanent pas- 
ture by settlements of tribesmen, and upon it cul- 
tivators of servile status an* j)erniitted to scpiat, pjjr- 
ticularly towiirds the b(»rder. It is tin* part of llie 
territory over which the authority of tin* CIii(*f t(‘nds 
steadily to in<Tease, Jind here it is tluit hi? settles his 
‘ fuidliir/ or stranger-tenants, a very importanl class 
— the outlaws and ‘broken' men from other tribes 
who come to Ijim for protection, and who ar<^ only 
connected with their new trilx? by tlieir dependence 
on its chief, and through the re.spon.sibility wliich he 
incurs for them. 

There is probably great uniformity in the coinpo- 
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sition of the various groups occupying, {)ermanently 
or tcmpomrily, the tribal territory. Kach seems to 
be more or less a miniature of the large tribe which 
includes tluun all. Each probably contains free- 
men and slav(‘s, or at all events men varying mate- 
rially in personal status, yet each calls itself in some 
sense a family. Each very possibly has its appro- 
priated laiifl and its waste, and conducts tillage and 
grazing on the same ])rinci])Ies. Each is either 
under a ('hief who nailly represents the common an- 
cestor of all the free kinsmen, or under somebody 
who has undertaken the res])(>nsil>iliti(‘s d(;volving 
according to primitive social idea upon the natural 
lica<l of the kindred. In (‘iiquiries of tlu* class upon 
which w(‘ are (iigaged the im]H)rtant fact which I 

stated here thro(‘ years airo should always he borne 

• « » 

in mind. Wlieii the first Eiurlish emiii:rants settled 


in New England they distributed tlurnst^lvcs in vil- 
lage communities ; so difficult is it to strike out new 


jmths of social life and new routes of social liabit. 
It is all but certain that, in such a society as that of 
which we are sjieaking, one single model of social 


organisation and social practice would prevail, and 
none but slight or insensible departures from it 


would be practicable or conceivable. 

But still the society tlius formed is not altogether 
stationary. The temporary occupation of the com- 
mon tribe-land tends to become |>ennanent, either 
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through the tneit sufferance or the active consent of 

I 

the tribesmen.' Particular families manage to elude 
the theoretically periodical re-division of the common 
patrimony of the group; others obtain allotments 


with its consent as tlu' rewjml of service or the 
a p[>anag e of office ; and there is a constant transfer j)f 
lands to the Church, and am intimiite intermixture of 
tribal riglits witli ecclesiastical rights. Th(‘ estaiblish- 
ment of Property in Severalty is doubtless retarded 
both by tlie abundance (d* land and l)y tin* v(*rv law 
under which, to repeat the ineta]»lior of tin* Indian 
prKitess, the tribal society has crystallised, sinc(* each 
family whicli has appropriated a jxn'tion of lrib(!-land 
tends always to expand into an extensive assemblagit 
of tribesmen having ecpial rights. IJut still there is a 
co-operation of (pauses always tending to result in 
Several Pro{X‘rty, and the l>rehon law shows that by 
the time it was put into shape they had larg<j1y 
taken effect. As iniglit be. c^xpected, (he severance of 
land from the common territory ap[>cars to have been 
most complete in the ca.se of Chiefs, many of whom 
have large private estates held under ordinary tenure, 
in addifion to the demesne specially attached to tluar 


siguory. 

Such is the picture of Irish tribal organisation in 
relation to the land whicli I have been able to ])rescnt 
to my own mind. All such descript i(*ns must V>e 
received with reserve : among other reasons, because 
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even the* evidence obtuiimble fi'oin the law-tnicts is 
still incomplete. Ihit if the account is in any degree 
correct, ttll who have attended to this class of subjects 
will obserx e at once that the (‘lementsof what we are 
accustomed to consider the sjx^cially Germanic? land- 
system an* present in the territorial arrangiuncnfs of 
the Irish tribi*. Doubtless tlu're arc material dis- 
tinctions. Kinslii[» as yet, rath(*r than landed right, 
knits tli(* members of the Irish groups tog(ithcr. The 
Ghief is as yet a very different jiersonage from the 
Lord of the Manor. And there are no signs as yet 
even of the beginnings of great towns and cities. 
Still the assertion, which is the t(*xt of Dr. Sullivaifs 
treatisi', may be Iiazarded witliout rashness, that 
everything in (he (Jermaiiic has at least its embryo 
in the Geltic land svshan. TIu* study of the r>n‘hon 
law leads to the same eoiielusioii pointed at by so 
many branches of nuMlern researeli. It conveys a 
stronger impr(*ssion tlian ever of a wide separation 
between the Arvan race and races of other stocks, 
but it sujf^osts that iiiaiiy, porhaps most, of the dif- 
forcuoes in kitui allcf^i'd to exist between Aryan sub- 
races arc really differenc’es merely in degree of 
development. It is to be ho|)ed that contemporary 
thought will before long make an effort to emancipate 
itself from those habits of levity in adopting theories 
of race which it seems to have contracted. Many of 
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these theories appear to have little merit except the 
facility which they give for building on them infer- 
ences tremendously out of pro}X)rtion to the mental 
labour which they cost the builder. 


H 
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LECTURE IV. 

TDK TRIBK AND THE LAND. 

It huH been very connnonly believed that, before 

the agrarian measures of James the First, Ireland was 

one of the countries in which private property in land 

was invested with least sacredness, and in which 

« 

forms of ownership generally considered as bar- 
barous most cxt(‘nsively pnwailed. Spenser and 
Davis certainly suggest this opinion, and several 
modern writers have adopted it. The Brehon law- 
tracts prove, however, that it can only be received 
with considerable (jualitication and modification, and 
they show that private property, and especially 
private property in land, had long been kno^vn in 
Ireland at the e}>och to which they belong, having 
come into existence either through the natuml dis- 
integration of collective ownershi}) or through the 
severance of particular estates from the general 
tribal domain. Nevertheless it cannot, I think, be 
doubted that at the period to which the tracts are 
an index much land was held throughout Ireland 
under rules or customs savouring of the ancient 
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collective enjoyment, and this I understand Dr. 
Sullivan to allow. (Introduction, p. cxliv, ) 

Part of the evidence of the fact just stated is 


tolerably fainiliar to students of Irish history. At 
the bej^inning of the seventeenth century the Anglo- 
Irish Judges declared tlie English Common Law to 
be in forct‘ throughout Ireland, and from the date of 
this decision all land in the country descended to the 
eldest son of the last owner, indess its devolution was 
otherwise determijied bv settlement or will. In Sir 
John Davis’s report of the case and of tin* arguments 
before the Court, it is recited that hitherto all land 
in Ireland hud descended either under the rule of 
Tanistry or under the rules of (lavelkind. The 
system of inheritance here called (Javelkind is thus 


described : When a landowning member of an Irish 
Sept died, its chief made a re-distrihutiem of all the 
lands of the vSe[>t. He did not divide the estate of 
the dead man among his children, but used it to 
increase the allotments of the various households of 
Avhich the Sept was made up. The Judges treated 
both Tanistry and Gavelkind as systems of succession 
after death, of a peculiarly barbarous an<l mischievous 
kind; and, as systems of succession, I shall consider 
them hereafter. But all systems of succession after 
death bear a close relation to ancient modes of eti- 
joyment during life ; for in.stance, in the Joint Undi- 
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vided Family of the Hindoos, the stirpes^ or stocks, 
which are only known to European law as branches 
of inheritors, are actual divisions of the family, and 
live together in distinct parts of the common dwelling. 
(‘Calcutta IJcview/ July 1874, p. 208.) The so- 
called Irish Gavelkind lielongs to a class of institu* 
tions very common in the infancy of law ; it is a 
contrivance for securing comparative equality among 
the joint j)roprietorK of a common fund. The re- 
distribution here takes place at the death of a head 
of a household; but if equality were secured b}^ what 
is practically the same process — viz., re-division after 
a fixed period of years — an institution wotild be pro- 
duced which has not quite died out of Kurojx* at the 
present moment, and of wliich there are traditions in 
all old countries. At tin* same time 1 have no doubt 
that, when the Irish (Javelkind was declared illegal, 
it was very far from being the only system of succes- 
sion known to Ireland except Tanistry, and I think it 
probable that many different intxles of enjoyment 
tmd inheritance were abolished by the decision giving 
the land to the eldest son. 

% 

It was the actual observation of peculiar agricul- 
tural usages, 8{>ecial methods of cultivation, and 
abnormal rules of tenure, which mainly enabled G. 
L. Von Maurer to restore the German Mark to know- 
ledge ; and it was by using Von Maurer’s results as 
his key that Nasse was able to decipher the scattered 
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references to \lie Agricultural Community of the 
Middle Ages’ tn a variety of English documents. I 
venture to think that this class of observation has not 
been carried far enough in Ireland to yield material 
for a contident opinion, but there certainly seem to 
be vestiges of ancient collective enjoyment in the 
extensive prevalence of ^ rnndjd iLl holdings in parts 
of the country. Under this system a definite area of 
land is occupied by a gr<»up of families. In the form 
now most coinmon, the arabl(.‘ lands are held in se- 
veralty, while pasture and bog are in common. Btit 
as lately as fifty years since, cases were fretpient in 
which the arable land was divided into farms which 
shifted among the tenant-families )>eriodically, and 
sometimes annuallv. Even when no such division 
was made, a well-known relic of the Mark-system, as 
it showed itself in Germany and England was occa- 
sionally found : the arable portion of tlie estates was 
cuiiHK)Sod of three different cpialities of soil, and each 
tenant had a lot or lots in the land of eacli quality, 
without reference to ])osition. What was virtually 
the same system of tenure prevailed quite recently in 
the Sedttish Highlands. 1 have ascertained that the 
families which formed the village-communities only 
just extinct in the Western Highlands had the lands 
of the village re-distributed among them by lot at 
fixed intervals of time; and 1 gather from Mr. Skene’s 
valuable note on ‘ Tribe Communities in Scotland’ 
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(appended to the second volume of his edition of 
Fordun’s Chronicle), that he believes this system 6f 
re-division to have been once universal, or at least 
wdely extended, among the Scottish Celts. 

It is to be observed that (so far as I am able to 
learn) tlie Irish holdings in ‘ rundale’ are not forms of 
property, but modes of occupation. There is always 
some person above who is legally owner of all the 
land held by the group of families, and who. 
theoretically, could change the method of holding, 
although, practically, popular feeling would j)ut the 
greatest difficulties in his way. We must bear in 
mind, however, that archaic kinds of tenancy are con- 
stantly evidence of ancient Ibrms of })roprietorship. 
This is so in countries in which superior ow 
has arisen through (he natural course of events — 
through purchase from sniali allodial proprietors, 
through colonisation of village waste-lands become 
in time the lord's waste, or (in an earlier state of 
society) through the sinking of whole communities of 
peasants into villeinage, and through a consequent 
transfonnutiun of the legal theory of their rights. 
But all this process of change would be gravffly mis- 
construed if it were supposed that, because a Chief or 
Lord had come to be recognised as legal owner of 
the whole tribal domain, or of great portions of it, he 
therefore altered the accustomed methods of occupa- 
tion and cultivation, or (as some would even seem to 
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think) he be^n.at once to regard the occupying 
peasantry as •modern lessees or modern tenants at 
will. No doubt the ancient type of ownership long 
served as the model for tenancy ; and the common 
holdings, dying out as })ro|)erty, survived as occupa- 
tion. And, if this were the case in other countries, 
much more would it be so in Ireland, wliere property 
has changed hands so often and so violently; where, 
during whole centuries, the owners of land neither 
regarded, nor were in a position to regard, the occu- 
piers save as payers of rent and dues; and where the 
conception of a landlord acting on his legal ownership 
with a view to improvement and increase of produc- 
tion is altogether modern. 

The chief Brehon law-tract, which sets forth the 
mutual rights of the collective tribe and of individual 
tribesmen or households of tribesmen in respect of 
tribal proj)erty, is ciilled the Corns Bescna, and is 
printed in the Third Volume of the official edition. 
It presents great difficulties. I quite agree with the 
Editors that the commentary and glosses constantly 
contradict and obscure the text, either because the 
comnftintators did not understand it or because they 
belonged to a later period and a different stage of 
legal relations. But the most serious doubt which 
occurs to the student of the text arises from the 
strong and palpable bias of the compiler towards the 
interests of the Church; indeed, part of the tract is 
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avowedly devoted to the law of Chiirclf property and 
of the organisation of religious housesf When this 
writer affirms that, under certain circumstances, a 
tribesman may grant or contract away tribal land, his 
ecclesiastical leaning constantly suggests a doubt as 
to his legal doctrine. Does he mean to lay down that 
the land may be parted with generally and in favour 
<if anybody, or only that it may be alienated in favour 
of the Church? Tliis difficulty of construction has 
an interest of its own. 1 am myself {lersiiaded that 
the influence of the Christian Church on law has been 
very generally sought for in a wrong quarter, and 
that historians of law have too much overlooked its 
share in diffusing the conceptions of free contract, 
individual })ropcrty, and testamentary succession, 
through the regions beyond the Roman Empire 
which were peopled by communities held together by 
the primitive tie of consanguinity. It is generally 
agreed among scholars that Churchmen introduced 
these races to w'ills and bequests ; the Brehon tracts 
suggest to me at least that, along with the sacredness 
of bequests, they msisted upon the sacredness of con- 
tracts ; and it is well known that, in the Germanic 
countries, their ecclesiastical societies were among the 
earliest and largest grantees of public or ‘ folk ’ 
land (Stubbs, ‘ Constitutional History,’ vol. i. p. 154). 
The Will, the Contract, and the Separate Ownership 
were in fact indispensable to the Church as the donee 
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of pious giftsf and they were also essential and char- 
acteristic elenlents in the civilisation amid which the 
Church had been reared to maturity. It is possible 
that the compiler of the Corus liescna may have been 
an ecclesiastic, as he certainly would have been in any 
society except the Irish; but, if lie were a lawyer, fie 
writes as a lawyer would state the case on behalf of a 
favourite and important client. Let me add that all 
the Brehon writers seem to me to have a bias towards 
private or several, as distinguished from collective, 
property. No doubt it was then, as always, the great 
source of Icral business, and it mav have seemed to 
them, and it possibly was, the index to such advance 
in civilisation as tlieir country was capable of 
making. 

My own strong opinion is that the ‘ Fine,’ whose 
rights and powers are the principal theme of the 
Corus Besena, and whose name the translators render 
‘ Tribe,’ is neither the Tribe in its largest extension, 
nor, on the other hand, the modern Fmnily or group 
of descendants from a living ancestor, but the Sept. 
It is a body of kinsmen whose progenitor is no longer 
living, hut whose descent from him is a reality, and 
neither a myth nor a fiction. It is the Joint Family 
of the Hindoos, but with the characteristics of that 
group considerably modified through settlement on 
the land. This peculiar assemblage or corporation 
of blood-relatives, which has been referred to by me 
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several times before, is formed by the continuance 
of the family union through several, and it may be 
through an indefinite number of generations. The 
rule throughout most of the civilised world is that, 
for all purposes of law, families are broken up into 
individuals or dissolved into a number of new families 
by the death of their head. But this is not necessarily 
the case. The group made up of those whom we 
vaguely call our relatives — of our brothers, nephews, 
great-uncles, uncles, and cousins, no less than those 
related to us in the ascending and descending lines — 
might very well, after any number of deaths, remain 
knitted together not only by blo(Kl and affection, but 
by mutual rights and duties prescribed or sanctioned 
by the law. An association of this sort is well known 
to the law of India as the Joint Undivided Family, or, 
to give the technical description, the Family, ‘joint in 
food, worship, niid estate.’ If a Hindoo has become 
the root of a family it is not necessarily separated 
by his dt:atli ; his children continue united for 
legal ])urposes as a corporate brotherhood, and 
some definite act of one or more of the brethren is 
required to effect a dissolution of the plexus ofinutual 
rights and a partition of the family property. The 
family thus formed by the continuance of several 
generations in union is identical in outline with a 

group very familiar to the students of the older 

] 

Homan law— the Agnatic Kindred. The Agnates 
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were that assemblage of persons who would have been 
under the patriarchal authority of some common an- 
cestor, if he had lived long enough to exercise it. The 
Joint Family of the Hindoos is that assemblage of 
persons who would have joineil in the sacrifices at 
the funeral of some common ancestor, if he had died 
in their lifetime. In the last case the sacerdotal 
point of vietv merely takes the place of the legal or 
civil. . 

So far as we are able, amid the disadvantages 
under which we are ])laced by tln^ obscurity of our 
authorities, let us examine the hgal cjualities which 
the ancient Irish law attributes to this brotherhocal 
of kinsmen as it was found in Ireland. First of 
all, the ‘ Tribe * of the Brehon tracts is a corj)oratc, 
organic, self-sustaining unit. ‘ The Tribe sustains 
itself.’ (‘Ancient Laws of Ireland,’ ii. 283.) Its 
continuity has begun to depend on the land which it 
(Xicupies — ‘ land,’ says one of the still unpublished 
tracts, ‘ is perpetual man ’ — but it is not a purely 
land-owning body ; it has ‘ live chattels and deacl 
chattels,’ distinguished from those of individual tribes- 
men. *(‘ Ancient Laws of Ireland,’ ii. 289.) Nor is it 
a purely cultivating body; it may follow a pro- 
fessional calling. iii. 49-51.) A portion of 

the tribal domain, probably the arable and choice 
pasture lands, has been allotted to separate households 
of tribesmen, but they hold their allotments subject 
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to the controlling rights of the entire brotherhood, 
and the primary or fundamental rule is" that they are 
to keep their shares of tribe-land intact, ^ Every 
tribesman is able to keep his tribe-laud ; he is not to 
sell it or alienate or conceal it, or give it to pay for 
crimes or contracts.^ (‘Ancient Laws of Ireland,’ ii. 
283.) ‘ No person sliould leave a rent upon his land 

or upon his tribe which he did not find uj)on it.’ 
{IhifL^ iii. 52, 53.) ‘ Everyoiie is wealthy who keeps 
his tribe-land perfect as he got it, who does not leave 
greater debt upon it than he found on it.’ {Ibid.^ 
iii. 55.) 

Under certain circumstances the tribesman may 
alienate, by grant, contract, or bequest, a certain 
quantity of the tribe-land allotted to him ; but what 
are the circumstanciLS, and what the quantity, are 
points on which we cannot venture to make any 
precise statement, so obscure and contradictory are 
the rules set forth. Hut the grantee primarily con- 
templated is certainly the Church, though it seems 
clear that there is a general power of alienation, either 
with the consent of the entire tribal brotherhood or 
under pressure of strong necessity. It further appears 
to he beyond question that the tribesman has consider- 
ably greater power of disposition over property which 
he has acquired than over property which has devolved 
on him as a member of a tribe, and that he has more 
power over acquisitions made by his own unaided 
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industry than over acquisitions made through profits 
arising from the cultivation of tribal land, ‘ No per 
son should grant land except such as lie has purchased 
himself, unless by the common consent of the tribe. 
(‘Ancient Laws of Ireland,’ iii. /)2, 53.) ‘He who 
has not sold or bought (/.e?., lie who keeps his tribe- 
land as he obtained it ) is allowed to make grants, 
each according to his dignity (/.f?., as the commentator 
explains, to the extent of one-third or one-half of his 
tribe-land).’ ‘ He who neither sells nor purchases 
may give as far as the third of his tribe-share in case 
of little necessity and one-half in case of great neces- 
sity.’ (‘ Ancient Laws of Ireland,’ iii. 47.) ‘ If it be 

land that acquires it, it is one-half ; . . . if he be a 
professional man, it is two-thirds of his contracts ’ 
(iii. 49). 

The distinction between acquired property and 
property inherited or received from kinsmen, and 
the enlarged power of parting with the first, are 
found in many bodies of ancient law — in our own 
early law among others. The rule that alienations, 
otherwise unlawful, may be made under pressure of 
necessity, is found in many parts of Hindoo law. 
The rule requiring the consent of the collective 
brotherhood to alienations, with many minor rules 
of this part of Brehon law, constantly forms part of 
the customs of Indian and Russian village-communi- 
ties ; and the duty of following common practices of 
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tillage, which is the bequest from these communities 
which lasted longest in the Germauid countries, is 
classed by the Corns Uescna, along with Marriage, 
as one of the fundamental institutions of the Irish 
people. (‘Ancient Laws of Ireland,’ iii. 17.) But 
much the most striking and unexpected analogies in 
the Brehon law on the subject of Tribesmen and the 
Tribe arc tliose which it has with the Hindoo law of 
Joint Undivided Families. Under the Brahminical 
Indian law, whenever a member of a joint family has 
acquired property through special scientific know- 
ledge or the practice of a liberal art, he does not 
bring it into the common fund, unless his accomplish- 
ments were obtained througli a training given to him 
by his family or at their expense. The whole law on 
the subject was much considered in a strange case 
which arose before the Higli Court of Madras 
(‘ Madras High Court Reports/ ii. 5(5), where a joint 
family claimed the gains of a dancing-girl. The de- 
cision of the Court is thus summarised bv the Re- 

ft/ 

pol’ter : ‘ The ordinary gains of science are divisible 
(*.<?., they are brought into hotchpot upon partition of 
an undivided estate), vvlien such science has been 
imparted at the family expense and acquired while 
receiving a family maintenance. It is otherwise 
when the science has been imparted at the expense 
of persons not members of the learner’s family.’ The 
very counterparts of the Indian rule and of the Indian 
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exception are found in the ancient Irish law. * If 
(the tribesman) be a professional man — that is, if the 
property be acquired by judicature or poetry, or any 
profession whatsoever — he is capable of giving two- 
thirds of it to tlie Church . . . but, if it was the 
lawful profession of his tribe, he shall not give of 
the emolument of liis profession but just as he could 
give of the land of his tribe.’ (( Jorus liescua, ‘ Ancient 
Laws of Ireland/ iii. 5.) 

It will be seen from the instances which I have 
given that the rules of tlie Irish lirehon law regulating 
the power of individual tribesmen to alimate their 
separate property answer to the rules of Indian 
liraliminical law whicli regulate the power of indi- 
vidual members of a joint family to enjoy separate 
property. The difference is material. The Hindoo 
law assumes that collective enjoyment by the whole 
brotherhood is the rule, and it treats the enjoyment 
of separate property by individual brethren as an 
exception — an exception, 1 may add, round wliich an 
enormous mass of law has now clustered. On the 
other hand, the Brehon law, so far as it can be iiii- 
derstodd, seems to me reconcileable with no other 
assumption than that individual proprietary rights 
have grown up and attained some stability within 
the circle of the tribe. The exercise of these rights 
is at the same time limited by the controlling powers 
of the collective brotherhood of tribesmen ; and to 
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k 

ultimate right of succession appears lo be reserved. 
Hence the Irish legal unit is not precisely a Joint 
Family; if the lirehon law is to be trusted, it has 
considerably less of the ‘ natural communism * which 
characterises the Indian institution The ‘ Fine * of 
the tracts is constantly spoken of in connection with 
landed property, and, whenever it is so connected, 1 
imagine it to liave undergone some of tlie changes 
whicli arc constantly brought about by contact with 
the land, and 1 figure it to myself in that case as 
a Mark or Village-Community, in which the ideas 
proper to tlie older group out of whicli it grew, the 
Joint Family, have survived in excejitional strength. 
It in this resjiect approaches the Russian rather than 
tlie Indian tyj)e of village-community. 

The ‘Judgments of Co-Tenancy’ is a Brehon 
law-tract, still unpublished at the time at which I 
write, and presenting, in its present state, consider- 
able difficulties of interpretation. It puts, at the 
outset, the question, — ‘ Whence does Co-Tenancy 
arise?’ The answer given is, ‘From several heirs 
and from their increasing on the land.’ The tract 
then goes on to explain that the land is, in the first 
year, to be tilled by the kinsmen just as each pleases; 
that in the second year they are to exchange lots; 
that in the third year the boundaries are to be 
fixed ; and that the whole process of severance is to 
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be consummated in the tenth year. I trust it is 
not a presumptuous conjecture that the order of 
change lierc indicated is more trust^Yorthy tlian the 
time fixed for each of its stages. Tlie period of 
ten years for tlie entire transition from collective to 
separate {)roperty seems to me greatly ioo short, and 
hard to reconcile with other Irish evidence; and I 
suggest that the Hrelion lawy(*r, attacrhed to the 
institution of separate ])roperty, like the rest of his 
class, is depicting rather an ideal than an actual set 
of arrangements. The process, however, Avhich is 
here described, if it be spnuid over a much longer 
space of time, is really in harmony with all our 
knowledge of the rise and j)rogress of cultivating 
communities. First a Joint Family, composed of ‘ se- 
veral heirs increasing on the land,’ is found to have 
made a settlement. In the earli(‘st stage the various 
households reclaim the land without set rule. Next 
comes the system of exchanging lots. Finally, the 
portions of land are enjoyed in severalty. 

The references to the ancient collective owner- 
ship and ancient collective enjoyment in the non- 
legal Irfsh literature appear to be very rare. Ihit my 
friend Mr. Whitley Stokes has supplied me with two 
passages in point. The ‘ Liber Hymnorum,’ attri- 
buted to the eleventh century, contains (folio 5a) the 
following statement : ‘ Numerous were the human 
beings in Ireland at that time (i.e. the time of the 
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eons of Aed Slane, a.d. 658-694), and such was their 
number that tliey used not to get but thrice nine 
ridges for each man in Ireland, to wit, nine of bog, 
and nine of smooth (arable), and nine of wood.' 
Another Irisli manuscript, believed to date from the 
twelfth century, the ‘ Lebor na Huidre,' says that 
‘ there was not ditch, nor fence, nor stone-wall 
round land, till came the period of the sons of Aed 
Slane, but (only) smooth fields. Because of the 
abundance of the households in their ])eri(Kl, there- 
fore it is that they introduced boundaries in Ireland.' 
These curious statements can, of course, onl)’' be 
regarded as authority for the existence, at the time 
when they were penned, of a belief that a change 
from a system of collective to a syst(‘m of restricted 
enjoyment had occurred at st^me j)eri(Kl or other in 
Ireland, and of a tradition res])(’cting the date of the 
change. But it is instructive to find both of them 
attributing it to the growth of j)opulation, and an 
especial interest attaches to the account given in the 

^ Liber Ilvrnnorum ’ of the newer distribution of 
% 

hind which was thought to have taken the place of 
something oldi*^. The periodical allotment'' to each 
household of a definite portion of bog land, wood 
land, and arable land wears a strong resemblance to 
the apportionment of i)asture and wc i d and arable 
land which still goes on in our day under the com- 
munal rules of the Sv\iss Allinenden (see Laveley<‘, 
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‘ et cS*. F, P,' j)f). 208 et and which is an un» 
doubted legacy from the ancient constitution of cer- 
tain Swiss Cantons as Teutonic Hundreds. 

Property in Land, wherever it lias f^rown out of 
the gradual dissolution of the ancient cultivating 
communities, lias nianv characteristics which distin- 
guish it from tlu^ form of landed pro|>erty with which 
Englishmen and men of English rac(‘ are best ac- 

o r' 

quainted. The area within which this last form of 
pnqierty is the soh- or dominant kind of ownershij) 
is now much larger than it was, through its diffusion 
over all North America, except Mexico, and over all 
colonies settle<l for the first time by Englishmen, 
but our nearly exclusive familiarity with it has led, I 
think, to our very commonly over-estimating the ex- 
tent to which it jirevails over the world, and even over 
Western Europe. Its parentage may be traced, not to 
the decaying authority of the Tribe over the several- 
ties of the tribesmen, but to the ever-increasing 
authority of the Chief, first over his own domain and 
‘ booked ’ land, and secondarily over the tribe-lands. 
The early growth of the power of the Chief is thus of 
the utmost interest in the history of landed jiroperty, 
and I propose to discuss it at some length in the suc- 
ceeding Lectures. Meantime, let me say something 
on the transmutations which Patriarchal Power is 
observed, as a fact, to undergo in the assemblages of 


I 2 
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men held to^^ether by kinship whicii are still fopjid 
making a part of Aryan communities. 

The Joint Undivided Family, wherever its be- 
ginning is seen in such communities, springs univer- 
sally out of the Patriarchal Family, a group of natural 
or adoptive descendants held together by subjection 
to the ehlest living ascendant, fatlier, grandfather, or 
great-grandfather. Whatever be tlie formal ])rescrip- 
tions of the law, the head of such a group is always 
in j>ractice despotic, and he is the object of a respect, 
if not always of an affection, wliich is probn bly seated 
deeper than any positive institution. But in the 
more extensive assemblages of kinsmen which consti- 
tute the floint Family the eldest male of the eldest 
line is never the ])arcnt of all the members, and not 
necessarily the first in age among them. To many 
of them he is merely a distant relative, and he may 
possibly be an infant. The sense of patriarchal right 
does not die out in such groups. Each father or grand- 
father has more power than anybody else over his wife, 
children, and descendants ; and there is always what 
may be called a belief that the blood of the collective 
brotherhood runs more truly and purely in some one 
line than in any other. Among the Hindoos, the eldest 
male of this line, if of full mental capacity, is gene- 
rally placed at the head of the concerns of the joint 
family; but where the institution survives in any 
completeness, he is not a Paterfamilias, nor is he 
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owner of the*family ])ropcrty, but merely manager 
of its affairs ahcl administrator of its possessions. If 
he is not deemed fit for his duties, a/ worthier' kins- 
man is substituted for him by election, and, in fact, 
the longer the joint family holds together, the more 
election gains ground at the expense of birth. The 
head or manager of the Sclavonic House-Communities 
(which, liowever, are much more artificial than the 
Hindoo Joint Families) is undisguisedly an elective 
representative, and in some of our exam])les a 
council of kinsmen belonging to the eldest line of* 
descent takes the ])lace of an individual administrator. 
The whole process I will describe as the gradual 
transmutation of the Patriarch into the Chief. 
The general rule is that the Chief is elected, with a 
strong preference for the eldest line. Sometimes he 
is assisted by a vJefinite council of near kinsmen, 
and sometimes this council takes his place. On the 
whole, where the body of kinsmen formed on the type 
of tlie Joint Family is a purely civil institution, the 
tendency is towards greater disregard of the claims 
of blood. But in those states of society in which the 
brotherhood is not merely a civil confraternity, but a 
})olitical, militant, self-sustaining group, we can per- 
ceive from actually extant examples that a separate 
set of causes come into operation, and that the Chief, 
as military leader, sometimes more than regains the 
privileges which he lost through the decay of the 
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tradition which connected him with the comipon 
root of all the kindred. True patriarchal iiuthority, 
however, revives whenever the process of expansion 
into a pfronp is interrupted and whenever one of the 
hrotherhocKl jdants himself at a distance from tlie rest. 
A Hindoo who severs himself from a Joint Family, 
which the law as administer(‘d hv the Kn^lish trilni- 


nals ^ives liiin irrc'at faeiliti<\s for doing, acqnir(‘S 
nnich greater ])ower over his family, in our s(‘nse of 
th(* Avord, than h(‘ had as a memher of the larger 
hrotherljood. Similarly, in tlie developed Joint 
Family or Yillage-Foinmunity, as the little society 
hecomes mon; populous, as the village spreads, as the 
practice of living in separate dwellings extends, as the 
land rather than the common lineage gets to be re- 
garded as the cenumt of the brotherhood, cacli man 
in his own house practically obtains stringent jiatri- 
archal authority over his wife, children, and servants. 


lint then, on the other hand, the separated member 
of the joint family, or the head of the village house- 
hold, Avill liimself become the root of a new joint 
brotherliood, unless bis children voluntarily dissolve 
the family unhm after his death. Thus* all the 
branches of human society may or may not have 
been developed from joint families which arose out of 
an original jiatriarchal cell; but, wherever the Joint 
Family is an institution of an Aryan race, we see it 
springing fkim such a cell, and, when it dissolves, we 
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THE CHIEF AND Ills ORDER. 


Nothing sepins to me to liuve becRi more clearly 
sliown by recent researchc's than tlu^ necessity of 


keeping apart the 'J’riho and the 'I’rihal (Jhief as dis- 


tinct sources oi' positive institutions. Tlie lines of 
descent are constantly entwined, hut each oi’ them is 


found to run up in the end t(^ an independent origin. 
If I were to applj^ this assertion to political history, 
I should lie only repeutin<r much of what has been 


said by Mr. Freeman in liis excellent work on ‘ Com- 


jiarative Politics.’ Confining myself to the history 
of private institutions, let me observe that the dis- 


tinction which I have drawn should be carefully 
borne in mind by those who desire to penetrate to 
the beginnings of Proiierty in Land. The subject has 
been jjrcatly obscured by the practice, now brought 
home to the early writers on feudal law, of syste- 
matically passing over or misconstruing all forms of 
proprietary enjoyment which they could not explain 
on their own principles ; and hitherto the truth has 
only been directly seen through some of the rules of 
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tenure. It may now, however, be ’laid domi without 
rashness that Property in Land, as known to commu- 
nities of the Aryan race, has had a twofold origin. 
It has arisen partly from the disentanglement of the 
individual rights of the kindred or tribesmen from the 
collective rights of tlie Family or Tribe, and partly 
from the growth and transmutation of the sovereignty 
of the Tribal Chief. The })hcnomena attributable to 
the double process seem to me easily distinguishable 
from one another, lioth the sovereignty of the Chief 
and the ownership of land by the Family or Tribe 
were in most of Western Euro})e ])assed through the 
crucible of feudalism ; but the first reappeared in 
some well-marked characteristics of military or 
knightly tenures, and the last in the principal rules 
of non-noble holdings, and among tlicin of Socage, the 
distinctive tenure of the free farmer. The status of 
the Chief has thus left us one bequest in the rule of 
Primogeniture, whicli, however, has long lost its most 
ancient form ; another in the right to receive certain 
dues and to enforce certain monopolies ; and a third 
in a specially absolute form of })roperty which was 
once exclusively enjoyed by the Chief, and after him 
by the Lord, in the portion of the tribal territory 
which formed his own domain. On the other hand, 
several systems of succession after death, and among 
them the equal division of the land between the chil- 
dren, have sprung out of tribal ownership in various 
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stages of decay ; and it has left another set of traces 
(not quite so widely extended), in a number of minute 
customary rules which govern tillage and occasionally 
regulate the distribution of the produce. 

The fate of this double set of institutions in Eng- 
and and in France appears tome most instructive. 1 
have frequently dwelt in this placeon the erroneousness 
of the vulgar opinion which dates the extreme subdivi- 
sion of the soil of France 1‘rom the iirst French Revo- 


lution, and from the sale of the Cluirch lands and of 
the estates of the emigrant nobility. A writer — I 
was going to say as commonly read as Arthur Young, 
but certainly as often mentioned as if he were com- 
monly read — notices this hiorcellemeNf, on the very 
eve of the French Revolution, and immediately after 
it, as the great feature which distinguished France 
from England. ‘ From what we see in England,^ lie 
says, (‘ Travels in 1787, ^88, and ’89,* p. 407) ‘ we can- 
not form an idea of the abundance in F ranee of small 
properties, that is, little farms belonging to those who 
cultivate them.’ He estimates that more than a third 
of the kingdom was occupied by them — a very large 
proportion, when the extent of Church land in France 
is taken into account; but recent French investiga- 
tions have shown reasons for thinking that the true 
proportion was still larger, and that it was rather 
growing than diminishing, through that extravagance 
of the nobles which Court life fostered, and Avhich 
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comj^lled them to sell their domains to peasants in 
small ]>arceLs. Y oung clearly saw that this subdivi- 
sion of the soil was the result of some legal rule ; and 
strongly dissenting from the Revolutionary leaders 
who wished to carry it farther, he declared that 
‘a law ought to be passed to render all division below 
a certain number of arpents illegal.* 

It seems to have very generally escaped notice 
that the law of C(pial or nearly eijnal division 
after death was the general law of France. The 
rule of j)rimogeniture was of exceptional a})pli- 
cjition, and was for the most part confined to lands 
held by knightly tenure ; indeed, in the South 
of France, where the custom of equal division was 
strengthened by the identical rule of the Roman juris- 
prudence, the ])rivilegcs of the eldest son were only 
secured by calling in tlie exceptional rules of which 
the Roman Law gives the benefit to inilites (or 
soldiers on service) when making their wills or regu- 
lating their successions, and by laying down that 
every chevalier^ and every noble of higher degree, 
was a rnih's within the meaning of the Roman juridi- 


cal writers. The two syvstems of succession and the 
two forms of property lay side by side, and there 
were men alive quite recently who could remember 
the bitter animosities caused by their co-existence 
and antagonism. A very great part of the land held 
by laymen belonged to the peasantry, and descended 
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accprding to the rnlc of equal division, but eldest son 
after eldest son succeeded to the signory. Yet it 
was not the rule of primogeniture followed in noble 
descents wliich was the true grievance ; at most it 
became a grievance under the influence of the peculiar 
vein of sentiment introduced by Rousseau. The 
legacy from tribal sovereignty to signorial ])rivilegc, 
which was really resented, was that which I jdaced 
second in order. The riglit to receiv^e f(*ndal dues 
and to enforce petty monopolies, now almost extin- 
guished in England by the measures to whicli the 
Copyhold Commission has given effect, had ceased long 
before the end of the last century to be of any consi- 
derable importance to the class which was invested 
with it ; but M. de Toccjuevillc has explained, in his 
‘ Ancien Regime/ (^i. 18), that it made uj) almost the 
entire means of living which the majority of the 
French nobility possessed. A certain number of 
noblemen, besides their feudal rights, had their 
or domain, belonging to them in absolute property, and 
sometimes of enormous extent ; and the wealthiest 
mernbei's of this limited class, the grands^ who so 
frequently appear in French Court history, but who, 
away from the Court, were much the most res[>ected 
and beloved of their order, formed the counterpart, 
from the legal point of view, of the English landed 
proprietary. The rest of the nobles lived mainly, not 
on rent, but on their feudal dues, and eked out a 
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comj:)ellf(l th<Jm to sell their domains to peasants in 
small parcels. Young clearly saw that this subdivi- 
sion of the soil was the result of some legal rule ; and 
strongly dissenting from the Revolutionar}^ leaders 
who wished to carry it farther, he declared that 
‘a law ought to be passed to render all division below 
a certain nurnl \()f arpents illegal.* 


It seems to have very generally escaped notice 
that the law of equal or nearly equal division 
after dcaith was the general law of France. The 


rule of primogeniture was of* excc[)tional appli- 
cation, and was for the most part confined to lands 
held by knightly tenure ; indeed, in the South 
of France, where the custom of equal division was 
strengthened by the identical rule of the Roman juris- 
})ru(lcnce, the ])rivileges of the eldest son were only 
secured by calling in the exceptional rules of which 
the Roman Law gives the benefit to milites (or 
soldiers on service) when making their wills or regu- 
lating their successions, and by laying down that 
every chevalier, and every noble of higher degree, 
was a Titih's within the meaning of the Roman juridi- 
cal writers. The tAvo systems of succession and the 
Uvo forms of proj>crty lay side by side, and there 
were men alive quite recently avIio could remember 
the bitter animosities caused bv their co-existence 
and antagonism. A very great part of the land held 
hy laymen belonged to the peasantry, and descended 
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accprding to tlio rnle of equal division, but cbb'st son 
after eldest son succeeded to the simiorv. Yet it 

cr V 

was not the rule of primogeniture followed in noble 
descents which was the true grievance ; at most it 
became a grievance under the influence of the peculiar 
vein of sentiment introduced bv Rousseau. The 
legacy from tribal sovereignty to signorial privilege, 
which was really res(‘ntcd, was that which I jdaced 
second in order. The right to rec(Mve fiaidal dues 
and to enforce petty monopolies, now almost extin- 
guished in England by the measures to which the 
Oo])yhold Commission has given effect, had ceased long 
before the end of the last century to be of any consi- 
derable importance to the class which was invested 
with it ; but M. de Tocqucville has explained, in his 
‘ Ancien Regime’ (^i. 18), that it made up almost the 
entire means of living which the majority of the 
French nobility possessed. A certain number of 
noblemen, besides their feudal rights, had their 
or domain, belonging to them in absolute property, and 
sometimes of enormous extent ; and the wealthiest 
members of this limited class, the (jraml^^ who so 
frequently appear in French Court history, but who, 
awa}^ from the Court, were much the most respected 
and beloved of their order, formed the counterpart, 
from the legal point of view, of the English landed 
proprietary. The rest of the nobles lived mainly, not 
on rent, but on their feudal dues, and eked out a 
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meagre BiibRisteiice by serving the l\ing in aijtns. 
Tlie seiiso of property in the soil wan tlius not in the 
lord but in the peasantry ; and the i)ea6antry viewed 
the exercise of signorial rights with a feeling closely 
akin to that which is inspired by a highly oppressive 
tax. The condition of sentiment ])roduccd by it is 
even now a political force of some moment in France: 
and a similar, though a far weaker, repulsion is known 
ti) liuve been caus(‘d in this country by the taking of 
titlies in kind. It is a significant fact that, where 
the ownership is acknowledged to reside in the 
superior holder, the exaction of even an extreme 
rent from the tenants below has very rarely been 
regarded with the same bitterness of resentment. 

The change, therefore, which took place in France 
at the hrst J?evoliition was this : the land-law of 
the people suj)erseded the land-law of the nobles. 
In England the converse process has been gone 
through, and wliat has occurred is obviously in liar- 
inony Avith much else in English history. The system 
of the nobles has become in all essential particulars 
the system of the peo])le. The rule of primogeniture, 
Avhicli once a})}died only to knightly holdings, came 
to apply to the great bulk of English tenures, except 
the Gavelkind of Kent and some others of merely 
local importance. This part of the change took place 
at a remote epoch, and its circumstances are involved 
in much obscurity ; and know little more of it 
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'1 

between the time at which Glanvillc and the time at 
which Bracton wrote. Glanville, probably not earlier 
than the thirty-third year of Henry the Second’s reign, 
expresses himself as if the general rule of law caused 
lands held by free cultivators in socage to be divided* 
equally between all the male child nm at the d(*ath of 
the last owner ; Bracton, probably not later than the 
-second year of Henry tlu? Third, writes as if the 
rule of primogeniture applical universally to military 
tenures and generally to socage tenures. But another 
branch of the process was {)ostponed almost to our 
own day. Possibly not many Englishmen have re- 
co^rnised with as much clearness as a recent French 



writer (l)oniol, ‘La Hevolution Fraiifaise et la Feo- 
dalite’) that the transmutation of customary and copy- 
hold into freehold ])ropcrty, which has beem proceed- 
ing for about forty years under the conduct of the 
Copyhold and Enclosure (Commissioners, is the j)eacc- 
ful and insensible removal of a grievance which did 
more than any other to bring about the first French 
Bevolution and to prevent the re-establishment of 
the ancient political order. But long before there 
was a Copyhold Commission, the great mass of Eng- 
lish landed property had assumed certain character- 
istics which strongly distinguished it from the 
peasant property of the Continent as it existed 
before it was affected by the French Codes, and as 
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it is still found in some countries. This last form 
of proprietorship was very generally lettered by the 
duty of cultivation in some jmrticular w'ay, and, as a 
rule, could not Ih! dealt with so as to bar the rights 
reserved to tin; children and widow of the owner l>y 
the law of succ(;ssion. The traces of a similar species 
of ownership, probably once widely diffused, may 
still be here and there discerned through the customs 
of particular luiglish manors. I repeat the o})inion 
which 1 expressed three years ago, that our modern 
English conce])tiou ot* absolute property in land is 
really descended from the special proprietorship en- 
joyed by the Lord, and more anciently by the tribal 
Chief, in his own Domain. It would be out of idace 
to enter here on a discussion of the changes which 


seem to me desirable in order to make tlie soil of 
England as freely excliangeable as tlie theory now 
generally aecejited demands ; but to tlie principle of 
several and absolute property in land 1 liold this 
country to be committed. 1 believe I state the in- 
ference suggested by^ all known legal history when 
I say that there can be no material advance in civili- 
sation unless landed ])roperty is held by groups at 
least as small as Families ; and 1 again remind you 
that we are indebted to the peculiarly absolute 
English form of ownership for such an achievement 
as the cultivation of the soil of North America. 

Before describing to you the new light which the 
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Ancient Laws of Ireland throw on the primitive con* 
dition of the institutions of which I have been speak- 
ing, let me give you one word of caution sis to the 
statements of modem Irish writers respecting the 
ori»»:inal relations of the Irish Tribe and of the Irish 
Tribal Chief. Unhappily the subject has been dis- 
cussed in the spirit of the later agrarian history of 
Ireland. On the one hand, some disputants have 
thought to serve a patriotic pur[K)se by contending 
that the land of each Tribe bclong(‘d absolutely to it- 
self and was its common proj>erty, and that the Chief 
was a mere administrativ(^ orfficer, rewarded for his 
services in making a fair distribution of the territory 
among the tribesmen by a rather larger share of its 
area than the rest, which was allotted to him as his 
domain. Contrariwise, some Avriters, not perhaps 
actuated by much kindliness to the Irish people, have 
at least suggested that they were always cruelly op- 
pressed by their sujieriors, and probably by their 
natural chiefs more than any others. These authors 
]K)int to the strong evidence of oppression by the 
Chiefs which the books of the English observers of 


Irehindlcontain. Edmund Spenser and Sir eJohn Davis 
cannot have merely intended to calumniate the Irish 
native aristocracy when they emphatically declared 
that the ‘ chiefs do most shamefully rack rent their 
tenants,’ and spoke with vehement indignation of the 
exactions from which the tribesmen suffered, the 
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* co8herin^. ' jiikI the ‘coin and livery/ which occur 
over and over njrain in their pages. A third school, 
of a very different order from these, has representa- 
tives among the most learned Irishmen of our day. 
They resent the assertion that the land belonged to 
the tribe in common as practically imputing to the 
ancient Irish that utter barbarism to which private 
property is unknown. They say that traces of owner- 
shi]) jealously guarded are found in all parts of 
the Brehon laws, and they are on the whole apt to 
speak of the vassalage to the Cduef which these laws 
attribute to the tribesmen as if it implied something 
like modern tenancy in the latter and modern owner- 
ship in the former. But they say that the relation 
of landlord and tenant was regidated by careful and 
kindly provisions, and tluy ascribe the degradation 
of the system, like the other evils of Ireland, to 
English cuj)idity and ignorance. The Norman nobles 
who first settled in Ireland arc well known to have 
become in time Chieftains of Irish Tribes ; and it is 
suggested that tliey were the first to forget their 


duties to their tenants and to think of nothing but 
their jirivileges. Nor is there anything incredible in 
this last assumption. An English settler in India 
who buys land there is often reputed a harder land- 
lord than the native zemindars, his neighbours, not 
because he intends to be harsher (indeed in some 
things he is usually far more considerate and bounti- 
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V), but because he is accustomed to a stricter system 
and cannot accommodate himself to the hx)se and 


irregular play of relations between native landowner 
and native tenant. 


I cannot wholly concur in any one. of these theo- 
ries concerning Chief and Tribe. Each seems to me 
to contain a portion of truth, but not the whole. Let 


me first say tliat tlie whole land-system shadowed forth 
in the llrelion laws does s(‘em to me to have for its 


basis the primary ownershij) of tin; tribe-land by the 
Tribe. It is also true that tlie (dii(‘f aj>|Mairs to exer- 
cise certain administrative^ duties in respect of this 
land, and that he has a s])ccific ])ortion of the tribe- 
land allotted to liim, in the vicinity of his residence or 
stronghold, for the maintenance of bis household and 


relatives. But this is not all. .As we sec the system 
through the law, it is not stationary, but shifting, de- 
velo[)ing, disintegrating, re-combining. Even accord- 
ing to the' texts aj)])ai’cntly oldest, much of the tribal 
territory appears to have been })erinanently alienated 
to sub-tribes, families, or dependent chiefs ; and the 


glosses and commentaries show that, before they 
were written, this process had gone very far indeed. 
Whatever, again, may have been the original dignity 
and audiority of the Chief, they are j)lainly growing, 
not merely through the introduction of alien prin- 
ciples and ideas, but from natural causes, more or 
less opertative all over Europe. The general charac- 
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ter of these causes is verv much the same as in the 
Germanic countries. The power of th*e Chief grows 
first through the process which is called elsewhere 
‘ commendation/ the process by which the free tribes- 
man becomes ^ Jiis man/ and remains in a state of de- 
pendence having various degrees. It farther grows 
from his increasing authority over the waste-lands of 
the tribal territory and from the servile or semi -ser- 
vile colonies he plants there; and lastly, it augments 
from the material strength wlii(*h he acquires through 
the numbers of his immediate retainers and asso- 


ciates, most of whom stand to him in more or le>s 
servile relations. But the Brehon law tells ns much 


that is novel and surjirising concerning the ])articular 
course <»f these changes and their nature in detail. 
It furnishes us with some whfdly new ideas concern- 
ing tlie ])assagc ol‘ society from inchoate to complete 
feudalism, and helps us to complete the account of it 
derived from (jcrmanic sources. In this, as it seems to 
me, the greatest part of its interest consists. 


With the Chieftaincy of the Tribe the early his- 
tory of modern Aristocracy and modern Kingship 
begins. These two great institutions had, iiT fact, at 
first the same histor}^, and the Western world long 
continued to bear the marks of their original identity. 
The Manor with its Tenemental lands held by the free 
tenants of the Lord, and with its Domain which was 


in immediate dependence on him, was the type of all 
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feudal sovereignties in their complete form, whether 
the ruler aclcnowledged a superior above him or 
whether he at most admitted one in the Pope, or the 
Pmij)eror, or God himself. In every County, or Duke- 
dom, or Kingdom there wen* groat tenants liolding 
directlj^ of its head and on some sort of parity with 
liim; and tliere was a Domain umler his more im- 
mediate government and at his immediate dis])os.al. 
There is no obscurer and more difficult subject than 
the origin of the class whose power was the keystones 
of all these j)olitical and pro])rietary constructions, 
and none on which the scantiest contrllmtions to our 
knowledge arc more wcdcome. 

Then* is one view of the original condition of 
privileged classes which, though held liy learned men, 
lias been a good deal weakened of late by German 
rcsearcli, and seems to me still farther shaken by 
portions of the Brehon law. This is the impression 
that the)’ always constituted, as they jiractically do 
now, a distinct class or section of the community, each 
member of the class standing in a closer relation to 
the other members than to the rest of the national 
or tribal society to which all belong. It cannot be 
doubted that the earliest modem aristocracies have as 
a fact, when they are first discerned, this particular 
aspect. Mr. Freeman (‘Norman Conquest,^ i. 88) 
says that the ‘ difference between eorl and ceorl is a 
primary fact from which wc start.’ Tacitus plainly 
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distinguished the noble from the non-noble freeman 
in the Germanic societies which he observed ; and 
Cajsar, as I stated in another Lecture, divides all the 
Continental Celtic tribes into the Equites and the 
IMebs. We can understand that a spectator looking 
at a set of tribal communities from the outside would 
naturally class together all men visibly exalted above 
the rest ; but neverth(*l(‘ss this is not quite the ap- 
pearance which eaily Gennanic soci(*ty wears in the 
eyes of enquirers who follow the method of Von 
Maurer and Landau. Each Chi(d‘or Lord a])j)cars to 
them to have h(‘en noble h^ss with ref(‘r(‘ncc to other 
noblemen than with refiTcnce to the other free tribes- 


men co!npris(‘d in the sanu‘ f.a*ou]) with himself. 
Nobility has many divcTsc origins; l)ut its chief 
source seems to have 1 (‘(*n the resj^ect of co-villagers 


or assemblages oi' kinsmen for the line of descent in 


wdiich the j)urcst blood of each little society was be- 


lieved to be ])reserved. Similaily, the Jlrehon law 
suggests that the Jrifh Chiefs were not the class by 
themselves which the corresponding order among the 
Continental Celts apjK'ared to Ca>ar to be, hut were 
necessarily the heads of separate groups cornjiosed of 
their kindrc'd or of their vassals. ‘ Every chief,’ says 
the text v^hich I quoted before, ‘ rules over his land. 


whether it be great or whether it be small.’ And 


while tlie Irish law describes tbe way (as I shall 
point out) in which a common freeman can become a 
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chief, it also shows that the position to which he 
attains is the presklenoy of a group of dependants. 
Nevertheless the persons thus elevated undoubtedly 
tend to become, from various causes, a class by them- 
selves and a special section of the general community; 
and it is very probable that the tendency was at work 


from tiie earliest times. 


It is farther to be remarked 


tliat some aristocracies were reallv a section of the 
communit}^ Iroiu tiie very lirst. This structure of 
society is produced where one entire tribal group 
conquers or imposes its supreimuy upon other tribal 
groups also remaining entires, or where an oi‘iginal 
body of tribesmen, villagers, or citizens, gradually 
gathers round itself a miscellaneons assemblage of 
protected dc})endauts. There are many known in- 
stances of both processes, and -the particular relation 
of tribal groups which the former implies wa:: certainly 
not unknown to tlie Celtic societies. Among the 
Scottish Highlanders some entire septs or clans are 
stated to have been enslaved to others; and on the very 
threshold of Irish history we meet with a distinction 
between free and rent-paying tribes which may possibly 
imply the same kind of superiority and subordination. 

The circumstance of greatest novelty in the posi- 
tion of the Chief which the Brehon law appears to me 


to bring out is this : Whatever else a Chief is, he is 
before all things a rich man ; not, however, rich, as 
l)opular associatiojis Avould lead us to anticipate, in 
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laud^ but in live stock — in flocks an3 herds, in she^p, 
and before all things in oxen. Here let me interpose 
the remark, that the opposition commonly set up be- 
tween birth and wealtli, and particularly wealth other 
than landed property, is entirely modern. In French 
literature, so far as my knowledge extends, it first 
appears when the riches of the financial officers of the 
French monarchy — the Superintendents and Farniers- 
General — begin to attract attention. With us it seems 
to be exclusively the result of tlie great extension 
and productiveness of industrial undertakings on the 
largest scale. But the heroes of the Homeric poems 
arc not only valiant but wealthy (Odyss. xiv. 9(5-100) ; 
the warriors of the Nibcl ungen- Lied are not only no1)le 
but rich. In the later Greek literature we find pride 
of birth identified with j)ride in seven wealthy ancestors 
in succession, iwra ndinroL rrXovcnoi- and you are well 
aware hoiv rapidly and conn)letely the aristocracy 
of wealth assimilated itself in the Koman State to 
the aristocracy of blood. I^assing to the Irish Chief, 
we find the tract called the ‘ Cain-Aigillne ’ laying 
down (p. 279) that ‘the head of every tribe should be 
the man of the tribe who is the most experienced, the 
most noble, the most wealthy, the most learned, the 
most tnily popular, the most powerful to oppose, the 
most steadfast to sue for profits and to be sued for 
losses' There are many other passages to the same 
eflPect; and on closely examining the system (as I pro- 
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j)oae to do presently) we can perceive that personal 
wealth was the principal condition of the Chief^s 
maintaining his position and authority. 

But while the Brchon laws suggest that the pos- 
session of personal wealth is a condition of tlie main- 
tenance of chicftainshi[), they sliow with much dis- 
tinctness that through the ac<juisition of such wealth 
the road was always open to cliieltainship. AVe are 
not altogether without knowledge that in some Euro- 
pean societies the hurnldc freeman miglit be raised by 
wealth to the [Kjsition which aftcu’wards became mo- 
dern nobility. One fact, among the very few which 
are tolerably well ascertained rcsj)ccting the specific 
origin of particular modern aristocracies is, that a por- 
tion of the Danish nobility were originally peasants ; 
and there are in tlie early English laws some traces 
of a process l)y which a Ceorl might become a Thane. 
These miglit be facts standing by themselves, and 
undoubtedly there is strong reason to suspect that 
the commencements of aristocracy were multifold; 
but the Brehon tracts point out in several places, 
with le^al minuteness, the mode in which a peasant 
freeman in ancient Ireland could become a chief. 
There are few personages of greater interest spoken 
of in these laws than the Bo- Aire, literally the ‘cow- 
nobleman.’ He is, to begin with, simply a peasant 
'who has grown rich in cattle, probably through 
obtaining the use of large portions of tribe-land. 
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The true nobles, or Aires — a word striking from^its 
consonance with words of similar meaning in the 
Teutonic languages — arc divided, though we can 
scarcely believe the classification to correspond with 
an universal fact, into seven grades. Each grade is 
distiiiiruished from the others by the amount of 
wealth possessed by the Chief belonging to it, by the 
weight attaclied to his evidence, by his power of 
binding his tribe by contracts (literally of ‘knotting’), 
bv the dues which he receives in kind from bis vassals 

m/ 

according to a system to be presently described, and 
by his Honor- Price, or s[)ecial damages incurred by 
injuring him. At the bottom of tlio scale is the 
cliief or noble called the Aire-desa; and the Brehon 
law ])rovides that when the Bo-Aire has acejuired 
twice the wealth of an Aire-<lesa, and has held it for 
a certain number of generations, he becomes an Aire- 
desa himself. The advantage secured to wealth does 
not, you see, exclude respect for birth, but works 
into it. ‘ He is an inferior chief,’ savs the ‘ Senchus 
Mor,’ ‘ whose father was not a chief ; ’ and there are 
many other strong assertions of the reverence due 
to inherited rank. The primary view of chieftainship 
is evidently that it springs from purity or dignity of 
blood, but noble birth is regarded as naturally associ- 
ated with wealth, and he who becomes rich gradually 
climbs to a position indistinguishable from that which 
he would have occupied if he had been nobly born. 
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is thus uew in the system is the clear account 
of nobility as a status, havinj]^ its origin in the or- 
iranic structure of ancient society, but ncvertholess 
in practice having jicrpetually fresh beginning's. 

The enormous imj>ortanee which belongs to 
wealth and specially to W(‘altb in cattle, in the early 
Aryan society r(^Hect(‘d by the lirehon tracts, helps, 
I think, to clear up oiu^ great ditliculty which meets 
us on the threshold of an emjuiry into the origin of 
aristocracies. I snpiiose that the popular thtiory on 
the subject of the privili‘ge<l class in modern commu- 
nities is that it was oriLdnallv indebted for its status, 
if not for its power or inllnenee, to kingly favour. 
An fhiglishman once (piestioned the Kmperor Paul 
of Russia on the position of the Itussian nobility. 

‘ The only man who is noble in rny dominions,’ said 
tlie (’zar, ‘is tlie man to whom I speak, for the time 
tliat I am sj)eaking to liim.’ 1 merely take tliese 
words as tlie strongest possible statement of tlie view 
to which I am rel’erring ; but they were used by a 
montirch witli a disturbed brain, whose authority liad 
contracted something of an Oriental character from 
its long subordination to Tartar power, and they were 
never absolutely true even of Russia. Among our- 
selves, however, the favourite assumption seems 
certainly to be however slight may be the [iractical 
consequences we draw from it, that all aristocratic 
privilege had its origin in kingly grace; and this 
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ap{>€ars, on the whole, to be the theory of EngU&h 
law. But the institutions of many parts of the Con- 
tinent long retained the traces of a different set of 
ideas, and these were found where kingly power was 
actually mucli greater than in England. The French 
Noblesse, ])ef()re the Revolution, would as a body 

have resented the assertion that thev were a creation 

»/ 

of the King, and the Kings of France more than once 
admitted that tliey were only the most exalted mem- 
bers of a class to which their own nobility belonged. 

Kings have ever}^wliere nowadays, and in many 
countries have had tor centuries, a monopoly of the 
power of ennobling. This rotid to nobility has been 
so long trod(icn, that men in general have almost Ibr- 
gotten there ever was another route. Yet historical 
scholars have long known that nobility conferred by 
royal grant was, in one sense, a modern institution, 
though they have not succeeded in completely ex- 
plaining how it came to supplant or dwarf the insti- 
tution upon which it was engrafted. There seems to 
be no doubt that the first aristocracy springing from 
kingly favour consisted of the Comitatus, or Com- 
panions of the King. Although there is a good deal 
of evidence that the class was at first considered in 
some way servile, it gradually became in some coun- 
tries the type of all nobility. A few tolerably familiar 
facts may serve to remind us how remarkable has 
been the fortune of the royal households all over 
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Webern Europe. 'The Mayor of the Frankish Palace 
became King of the Franks. The Chamberlain of 
the Romano-German Emperors is now the German 
Emperor. The blood of the Steward of Scotland 
runs in tlie veins of the Kings of lingland. The 
Constables of France repeatedly shook or saved the 
French throne. Among ourselves the great officers 
of the lioyal Council and Household still take })rece- 
dence either of all l^eers or of all l^eers of their own 


degree. Wlience, then, came this gr(*at exaltation of 
the Mayor or Count of the Palace, of the great Sene- 
schal or Steward, of the High Chancellor, the Great 
Chamberlain, and High Constable — titles which, 
when they do not murk an office originally clerical, 
])oint to an occupation which must at first have been 
menial? 


It seems certain that the Household sprang from 
very humble beginnings. Tacitus describes the 
companions of the Germanic chief as living with 
him in his house and supported by his bounty. 
Mr. Stubbs when stating (‘ Constitutional History,^ 
p. 150) that ‘the of an (English) king were 

his guard and private council,’ observes that the 
‘free household servants of a ceorl are also in a 
certain sense his gesiths/ The Companions of the 
King appear also in the Irish legal literature, but they 
are not noble, and they are associated with the king’s 
body-guard, which is essentially servile. The King of 
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Erin, though he never existed (strictly speakjng), 
save for short intervals, yet always, so to speak, 
tended to exist, and the Crith Gablach, a Brehon 
tract of wliicli a translation is given at tlie end of 
Sullivan's edition of O’Curry's Lectures, contains a 
picture of his palace uinl state. The editice intended 
to be described is apparently very niuch the same as 
the great Jcelandic house of which Mr. Dasent, in 
the ‘ Story of ]Jurnt Njal,' has attem[)ted to give a 
drawing from the descriptions found in Norse litera- 
ture. In it the King feasts his guests, from kings 
and king’s sons to a ghastly company of prisoners 
in fetters, the forfeited hostages of subject-chiefs or 
sub-septs who have broken their engageanents. The 
Companions are there also, and they are stated to 
consist of his privileged tenantry and of his body- 
guard, which is composed of men whom he has 
delivered from death, jail, or servitude, never (a 
significant exception) of men whom he has saved on 
the battle-field. I am afraid that the picture of Irish 
society supplied by the Crith Gablach must through- 
out be rc<»arde(l as to a areat extent ideal or theo- 


retical ; at any rate, there is much testimony from 
English visitors to Ireland that many considerable 
Irish Chiefs were much more humbly furnished out 
than the King of Erin at Tara. Yet it is very likely 
that they all had Companions attending them, and 
I suspect that the obligation of maintaining a little 
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court hhiX much tO do with that strange privilege 
which in later times had a deplorable history, the 
right of the Chief to go with a following to the 
dwellings of his tenants and there be feasted at the 
tenant’s expense. That even petty Chiefs of the 
Scottish Highlands had a retinue of the sainecha-' 
racter is known to all who can recall that immortal 
picture of Celtic society which for the first time 
brought it liomc to men who wen* nearlv our con- 
temporaries that ancient Celtic* lite and manners had 
existed almost down to their days — the novel of 
‘ Waverley.’ 

It seems extremely probable that, in a particular 
stage of society, this personal service to the Chicif or 
King was everywhere rendered in expectation of 
reward in the shape of a gift of land. The Com- 


panions of the Teutonic kings, in Continental Kurope, 
shared largely in the Benefices — ^^grants of Koinan 
j)rovincial land fully peopled and stocked. In ancient 
lingland the same class are believed to have lieen 


the largest grantees of public land n(‘xt to the 
Church; and doubtless we have here part of the 
secret o^ the mysterious change by which a new 
nobility of Thanes, deriving dignity and authority 
from the King, absorbed the older nobility of Eorls. 
But we are a little apt to forget the plentifulness of 
land in countries lying beyond the northern and 
western limits of the Roman Empire, or just within 
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them. Mr. Thorold Kogers, writing of a period 
relatively much later, and founding liis opinion on 
the extant evidence of returns from manor-lands, 
speaks of land as the ‘cheapest commodity of the 
Middle Ag(*s.’ The ])ractical difficulty was not to 
obtain land, but the instruments for making it pro- 
ductive; and h<*nco, in a society older relatively than 
any Teutonic society of whicli we liave any distinct 
knowledge, tliat very society whicli the Ilrehon tracts 
enable us to understand, it may very well have 
been that the object of suit at court was much less to 
obtain land than to obtain cattle. The Chief, as I 
have already said, was before all things rich in flocks 
and herds. He was military leader, and a great part 
of his wealth must have been spoil of war, but in bis 
civil capacity lie iniiltijilicd his kine tlirongh his 
growing power of appropriating tlic wa^te for jiasture, 
and through a system of dispersing liis herds among 
the tribesmen, which will be described in the next 
Lecture. The Companion wlio IblloAVcd him to the 
foray, or was ready to do so, cannot but have been 
enriched by his bounty; and tlius, if already noble, he 
became greater^ if he was not noble, the way to 
nobility lay through wealth. The passage which 1 
am about to read to you may serve to illustrate m hat 
probably took place, though there is nothing except 
common humanity to connect the tribes of whose 
customs it speaks with the primitive Teutons and 
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Celts. The Rev. H. Dugmore, in a most interesting 
volume, called *a ‘ Cornpendiuiu of Kafir Laws and 
Customs,’ and published at the Wesleyan Missionary 
Press, Mount Coke,' British KafFraria, writes thus of 
inucli the most advanced of the Soutli African native 
races, the Kafirs or Zulus (p. 27): ‘As cattle con-‘ 
stitutc the sole wealth of the })eople, so they are 
their only medium of such transactions as involve 
exchange, payment, or reward. The retainers ol a 
chief serve him for cattle; nor is it (‘Xj)ectcd that h<i 
could maintain his influence, or indeed secure any 
number of followers, if unable to j)rovi(lo them witli 
Avhat at once constitutes their monc'y, food, and 
clothing. He requires, then, a constant fund from 
which to satisfy his dependants; and the amount of 
the fund required may be judged of from the cha- 
racter of the demand made upon him. His retinue, 
court, or whatever it is to be called, consists of men 
from all })arts of the tribe, tlie young, the clever, and 
the brave, who come to do court service for a time, 
that they may obtain cattle to furnish them with the 
means of procuring wives, arms, or other objects of 
desire. On obtaining these they return to their 
homes and give place to others. Thus the immediate 
retinue of a chief is continually clianging, and con- 
stitutes a permanent drain on his resources.’ Mr* 
Dugmore goes on to state that the sources of the 
chief’s wealth are the inherited cattle of his father, 




olfering8 made to liiin on the cerewionj^ of his circum- 
cision, benevolences levied from his tribe, fines and 
confiscations, and the results of predatory excursions. 

The remarkable part {)layed by kine in ancient 
Irish society will, 1 h()])e, be made more intelligible 
in the next Lecture. Meantime, let me observe that 
the two Celtic societies included in these islands 


which loriirest I’etained their ancient usaws were both 
notoriously given to tlie plinider of cattle. Lord 
Macaulay, in sj)eaking of Irish cattle-stealing, some- 
times, I must own, seems to me to express himself as 
if he thought the practice attributabh* to some native 
vice of Irish character; but no doubt it was what Mr. 


Tylor has tauglit us to call a survival, an ancient 
and inveterate hal)it, whieli in this case continued 


through the misf(»rtinie which denied to Ireland tlie 
great condition of modern l(‘gal ideas, a strong 
central government. The very same ))ractice, among 
the Celts of the Scottish Highlands and tlie rude 
Germanic population of the Lowland Border, ha 
almost been invested by one man’s genius with the 
dignity of a virtue. Again, turning to ‘ Waverley,’ I 
suppose there is no truer re|)revsentative of the 
primitive Celtic chief than Donald Bean Lean, who 
drives the cattle of Tully Vcolan, and employs a 
soothsayer to predict the number of beeves which are 
likely to come in his w ay. He is a far more genuine 
‘survival’ than Fergus Mclvor, who all but deserts 
his cause for a disappointment about an earldom. 
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has been poJnted out that the status of the 
King’s Companions was at first in some way servile* 
Whenever legal expression has to be given to the 
relations of the Comitatus to the Teutonic kings, the 
portions of the Roman law selected are uniformly 
those which declare the semi servile relation of the^ 
Client or Freedman to his Patron. The Brehon law 
permits us to take the same view of the corresponding 
class in Celtic societies. Several texts indicate that 
a Chief of high degree is always expected to surround 
himself ^vitli unfree dependants ; and you will re- 
collect that the retinue of the King of Erin was to 
consist not only of free tribesmen but of a body- 
guard of men bound to liim by servile obligations. 
So far as it goes, I quite agree with the explanation 
Avhich Mr. Freeman has given of the original connec- 
tion between servile status and that nobility with 
which the primitive nobility of birth has become 
mixed up and confounded. ‘ The lowly clientage/ 
. e says, ‘ of the Roman Patrician and the noble fol- 
lowing of the Hellenic and Teutonic leader may 
really come from the same source, and may both 
alike be parts of the same primeval heritage.^ 
(‘Comparative Politics/ p. 261.) But perhaps we 
may permit ourselves to go a step beyond this ac- 
count. The Comitatus or Companions of the Chief, 
even when they were freemen, were not necessarily 
or ordinarily his near kindred. Their dependence on 



140 


SBEVILE POSITION OP COMPANIONS. 


tBCT. V. 


him, carrying with it friendship rad affection, would 
in modern societies place them in a position well 
understood, and on something like an equality with 
him; but in the beginning of things one man was 
always the kinsman, the slave, or the enemy of an- 
other, and mere friendship and affection would, by 
themselves, create no tie between man and man. In 
order that they might have any reality, they would 
have to be considered as establishing one of the rela- 
tions known to that stage of thought. Between 
equals this would be assumed or fictitious kinship. 
But between the Chief who embodied purity of tribal 
descent and his associates, it would have more or less 
to follow the pattern of the sla^'e’s dependence on his 
master, rad, where the tbmpanion w!is not actually 
the Chief’s slave, the bond wliich connected them 
would very probably be adapted to the more honour- 
able model furnished by the relation between ex- 
slave and ex-master. 
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LECTURE XL 

THE CHIEF AND THE LAND. 

The Brehon law-tracts strongly suggest that, among 
the things which avc in m(Klern times have most for- 
gotten, is the importance of horned cattle, not merely 
in the infancy of society, liut at a period when it had 
made some considerable advance towards maturity. 
It is scarcely possible to turn over a page without 
finding some allusion to beeves, to bulls, cows, heifers, 
and calves. Horses appear, sheep, swine, and dogs; 
and bees, the producers of the greatest of primitive 
luxuries, have a place assigned to them as an article 
of property which has something corresponding to it 
in old Roman law. But the animals much the most 
frequently mentioned are kine. There are some few 
facts both of etymology and of legal classification 
which point to the former importance of oxen. 
Capitede — kine reckoned by the head — cattle — has 
given birth to one of the most famous terms of 
law and to one of the most famous terms of poli- 
tical economy, Chattels and Capital. Pecunia was 
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probably the word for money which ^was emplcyed 
by the largest part of mankind for the longest time 
together. But oxen, though they have furnished a 
modem synonym for personal property, were not, I 
need scarcely say, classed in the lower order of com- 
modities in all ancient systems of law. The primi- 
tive Roman law placed them in the highest class, and 
joined them with land and slaves as items of the lies 
Mancipi. As in several other instances, the legal 
dignity of tliis description of property 'among the 
Romans ap[)ears to answer to its religions dignity 
among the Hindoos. Kine, wliich the most ancient 
Sanscrit literature shows to have been eaten as food, 
became at some unknown period sacred, and their 
flesh forbidden ; and iiltimately two of the chief 
‘ Things which required a Mancipation ^ at Rome, 
oxen and landed property, had their counterpart in 
the sacred bull of Siva and the sacred land of India. 

The subject has possibly been obscured by an 
impression that horned cattle were only of pre- 
eminent importance to mankind in that pastoral 
stage of society which has been the theme of so much 
not altogether profitable speculation. The actual 
evidence seems to show that their greatest value was 
obtained when groups of men settled on spaces of 
land and betook themselves to the cultivation of 
food-grains. It is very possible that kine Avere at 
first exclusively valued for their flesh and milk, but 
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it clear thaf. in* very early times a distinct special 
importance belonged to them as the instrument or 
medium of exchange. In the Homeric literature, they 
are certainly a measure of value ; there seems no reason 
to doubt the traditional story that the earliest coined 
money known at Rome was stamped with the figure 
of an ox; and at all events the connection between 
‘pecus’and ‘pecunia’ is unmistakeable. Part, but 
by no means all, the prominence given by the Brehon 
lawyers to honied cattle arises certainly from their 
usefulness in exchange. Throughout the Brehon 
tracts fines, dues, rents, and returns are calculated 
in live-stock, not exclusively in kine, but nearly so. 
Two standards of value are constantly referred to, 
‘ sed’ and ‘cumhal.’ ‘ Cunihal ’ is said to have origi- 
nally meant a female slave, but ‘ sed ’ is plainly used 
for an amount or quantity of live stock, probably to 
some small extent variable. The next stage, however, 
in the history of cattle is that at which their service to 
mankind is greatest. They are now valued chiefly, 
in some communities exclusively, for their use in 
tillage, for their labour and their manure. Their 
place lias been taken very generally in Western 
Europe by horses as beasts of plough, but the change 
was even there both gradual and comparatively mo- 
dern; and there are still large portions of the world 
Avhere the horse is exclusively employed, as it seems 
everywhere to have been at one time, for war, for 
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pleasure, or the chase. Oxen were thus almost the 
sole representatives of what a Political Economist 
would now call Capital applied to land. I think it 
probable that the economical causes which led to 
the disuse of oxen as a medium of exchange led also 
to the change in their legal po.sition which avc lind to 
have taken place at Rome and in Indi.a. The .sancti- 
fication of the ox among the Hindoos, rendering his 
fle.'ili unlawful as food, must certainly have been con- 
ncctcd with the clc.sire to preserve him for tillage, 
and his elevation to a place among the Res Mancipi 
may well have been supposed to have the same ten- 
dency, since it made his alienation extremely difficult, 
and must have greatly embarrassed his employment in 
exchange. At this jtoint the history of hoi-ned cattle 
becomes unhappily mixe<l up with that of large por- 
tions of mankind. The same causes which we per- 
ceive altering the position of the ox and turning him 
into an animal partially a(hcnptii.'< gMxv, undoubtedly 
produced also a great extension of slavery. The 
plentifulness of land, even in what are considered old 
countries, down to comparatively recent times, and 
the scarcity of capital even in its rudest forniis, seem 
to me to be placed m the clearest light by Mr. Thorold 
Rogers’s deeply instructive volumes on Agriculture 
and Prices during the Jliddle Ages ; and much in his- 
tory which has been only partially intelligible is ex- 
pluned by them. The enormous impoitation of slaves 
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into the centrill territories of the Rormm Common- 
wealth, and thd wholesale degradation of the free cul- 
tivating communities of Western Europe into assem- 
blages of villeins, seem to be expedients of the same 
nature as restrictions on the alienation of the ox and on 
its consumption for food, and to have been alike sug- 
gested by the same imperious necessity of procuring 
and preserving instruments for the cultivation of land. 

The importance of horned cattle to men in a 
particular state of society must, as it seems to me, 
be carefully borne in mind if we are to understand 
one of the most remarkable parts of the ancient Irish 
law which relates to the ])ractice of ‘ giving stock.’ 
I stated before that, though I did not draw the 
same inferences from the fact, 1 tigreed with the 
writers who think that the land-system of ancient 
Ireland was theoretically based on the division of the 
tribe-lands among the free tribesmen. l>ut I also 
said that in my opinion the true diflicnlty of those 
days was not to obtain land but to obtain the means 
of cultivating it. Tiie wiint of capital, taken in its 
original sense, was the necessity which pressed on the 
small hblder of land and reduced him occasionally to 
the sorest straits. On the other hand, the great 
owners of cattle were the various Chiefs, whose pri- 
mitive superiority to the other tribesmen in this 
respect was probably owing to their natural functions 
as military leaders, iof the tribe. The Brehon law 
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suggests to me that the Chiefs tea were pressed by a 
difficulty of their own, tliat of finding^ sufficient pas- 
turage for their herds. Doubtless their power over 
the waste-lands of the particular group over which 
they happened to preside was always growing, but 
the most fruitful portions of the tribal territory would 
probably be those which the free tribesmen occupied. 
The fact that the wealth of the Chiefs in cattle was 
out of proportion to their power of dealing with the 
tribal lands, and the fact that the tribesmen were 
every now and then severely pressed by the necessity 
of procuring the means of tillage, appear to me to 
supply the best explanation of the system of giving 
and receiving stock, to which two sub-tracts of the 
Senchus Mor are devoted, the Cain-Saerrath and the 
Cain-Aigillne, the Law of Saer-stock tenure and the 
Law of Daer-stock tenure. 

The interest of these two compendia is very great. 
In the first place, they go far to show us how it was 
that the power of the tribal Chief increased, not merely 
over his servile dependants, but over the free tribes- 
men among whom he had been at first only primus 
inter pares. In the next, they give us, from the 
authentic recoids of the ancient usages of one par- 
ticular society, a perfectly novel example of a pro- 
ceeding by which feudal vassalage was created. I 
need scarcely dwell on the historical importance of 
the various agencies by which* the relation of Lord 
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Vassal was first established. It was by them 
that the Western Europe of the Roman despotism 
was changed into the Western Europe of the feudal 
sovereignties. Nothing can be more strikingly un- 
like in external aspect than the states of society which 
are discerned on either side of tlie stormy interval 
filled with the movement and subsidence of the bar- 
barian invasions. Just before it is readied, wc see a 
large part of mankind arranged, so to speak, on one 
vast level surface dominated in cver\' [uirt by the 
overshadowing authority of the Roman Kmperor. On 
this they lie as so many ecpial units, connected to- 
gether by no institutions whicli are not assumed to 
be the creation of positive Roman law ; and between 
them and their sovereign there is nothing but a host 
of functionaries who are his servants. When feudal 
Europe has been constituted, all this is changed. 
Ever3d)ody has become the subordinate of somebod}’ 
else higher than himself and vet exalted above him 
by no great distance. If I may again employ an 
image used b}’' me before, society has taken the form 
of a pyramid or cone. The great multitude of culti 
vators is at its base ; and then it mounts up through 
ever-narrowing sections till it approaches an apex, 
not always visible, but alw'aj^s sujiposed to be dis- 
coverable, in the Emperor, or the Pope, or God 
Almighty. There is strong reason to believe that 
neither picture contains all the actual detail, and 
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that iicitlier ihe tlieory of tile lioman lawyers on one 
side nor the tlieory of the feudal lawyers on the other 
accounts for or takes notice of a number of customs 
and institutions which, had a practical existence in 
their day. Either theory was, however, founded upon 
the most striking facts of the epoch at which it was 
framed. 

We know something, though not very much, of 
the fonnal instrumentalities by which the later set of 
facts became so extremely dissimilar to the earlier. 
Mr. -Stubbs (’Constitutional History,’ i. 252) has 
thus summarised the most modern views on the sub- 
ject. Feudalism ‘had grown u}) from two great 
sources, the Ilencfice and the ])ractice of Conimeii- 
dution. The beiieliciary system originated partly in 
gifts of land made bv the kings out of their own 
estates to their kinsmen and servants, with a special 
. undertaking to be faithful, partly in the surrender by 
landowners of their estates to churches or powerful 
men, to be received back again and held by them as 
tenants for rent or service. By the latter arrange- 
ment the weaker man obtained the protection of the 
stronger, and lie who felt himself insecure placed his 
title under the defence of the Church. By the prac- 
tice of Commendation, on the other hand, the inferior 
put himself under the personal care of a lord, .but 
without altering his title or dLvjestingJiimself of 
right to his estate he -became a .vassal' 



IBCT. TI* 


COMMEXDATIOX. 


155 


' Comniendation, in j)urticular, went on all 
over Western Europe with siny^ular universality of 
operation and singular uniformity of result, and it 
helped to transform the ancient structure of Teutonic 
society no less than the institutions of the Roman 
Provincials. Yet there is considerable mystery about 
men’s motives for resorting to so onerous a proceed- 
im^, and tlie statements of iiearlv all writers on the 
subject are general aiul chiefly conjectural. Perhaps 
the most precise assertion wliich we have been hitherto 
able to hazard .as to the reasons of so large a part c>f 
the world for voluntarily placing themselves in a 
condition of personal subordination is, that they must 
have been connected with the system of civil and 
criminal responsibility which prevailed in those timc.s. 
Families — real or artificial — natural or formed by 
agreement — were responsible for the offences and even 
for the. civil liabilities of their members ; but corporate 
responsibility must have been replaced, conveniently 
for all persons concerned, by the responsibility of ii 
single lord, who could prevent injury and pay com- 
pensation for it, and whose testimony, in compurga- 
tion and other legal proceedings, had a weight often 
assigned to it exceeding that of several inferior per- 
sons combined. More generally, but with at least 
equal plausibility, we can lay down that the general 
disorder of the world had much to do Avith the 
groAi^ of the new institutiotas ; and that a little 
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society compactly united under a feudal lord was 
greatly stronger for defence or attaclc than any body 
of kinsmen or co-villagers and than any assemblage 
of voluntary confederates. It would be absurd, 
however, to suppose that we have materials for a 
confident opinion as to men’s motives for submitting 
themselves to a change which was probably recom- 
mended to them or forced on them b}' very various 
circumstances iu different countries and in relatively 
different stages of society. 

I do not wish to generalise unduly from the new 
information furnished by the Brehon law, but there 
has long been a suspicion (I cannot call it more) 
among learned men that Celtic usages would throw 
some light on (Commendation, and, at any rate, amid 
the dearth of our materials, any addition to them 
from an authentic source is of value. Let me again 
state the impression I have formed of the ancient 
Irish land-system, in the stage at which it is revealed 
to us by the Brehon tracts. The land of the tribe, 
whether cultivated or waste, belongs to the tribe, and 
this is true, whether the tribe be a joint-family of 
kinsmen or a larger and more artificial assemblage. 


Such theoretically is the principle, if the traditional 
view of the primitive state of tilings may be called a 
theory. But much of the territory of the larger 
tribes has been permanently assigned to Chiefly fami- 
lies or to smaller sub-divisions of tribesmen, and the 
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lAnd of the smaller sub-divisions tends ever to become 
divided among their members, subject to certain rc- 
served rights ol* the collective brotherhood. Every 
considerable tribe, and almost every smaller body of 
men contained in it, is under a Chief, whether he be 
one of the many tribal rulers whom the Irish records 
call Kings, or whether he be one of tliose heads of 
joint-families whom the Anglo-Irish lawyers at a 
later date called tlie Cat)ita Cognationum. liut he is 
not owner of the tribal land. His own land he may 
have, consisting of private estate or of official domain, 
or of both, and over the general tribal land he has a 
general administrative authority, which is ever grow- 
ing greater over that portion of it which is unappro- 
priated waste. He is meanwhile the military leader 
of his tribesmen, and, probably in that capacity, he 
lias acquired great wealth in cattle. It has somehow 
become of great importance to him to place out jxir- 
tions of his herds among the tribesmen, and they on 
their part occasionally find themselves through stress 
of circumstance in pressing need of cattle for employ- 
ment in tillage. Thus the Chiefs appear in the Brehon 
law as perpetually ‘ giving stock,’ and the tribesmen 
as receiving it. The remarkable thing is, that out of 
this practice grew, not only the familiar incidents of 
ownership, such as the right to rent and the liability 
to pay it, together with some other incidents less 
pleasantly familiar to the student of Irish history, 
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but, above and beaides these, nearly all the vrell- 
known incidents of feudal tenure. It is by taking 
stock that the free Irish tribesman becomes the Ceile 
or Kyle, the vassal or man of his Chief, owing him 
not only rent but service and homage. The exact 
effects of ‘commendation’ are thus produced, and the 
interesting circumstance is that they are produced from 
a simple and intelligible motive. The transaction be- 
tween Chief and Vassal is very burdensome to the 
latter, but the necessity which leads to it is pressing, 
and the force of this necessity would be greater the 
more primitive the society in which it. arose, and the 
more recent its settlement on its lands. All this is 
especially instructive, because there is no reason 
wh.atever to suppose that lleneficiary grants and 
Commendation arose suddenly in the world at the 
disru{)tion of the Homan Empire. They were pro- 
bably, in some form or other, deeply seated among 
the rudimentary usages of all Aryan societies. 

The new position which the tribesman assumed 
through accepting stock from a Chief varied according 
to the quantity of stock he received. If he took much 
stock he sank to a much lower status than if he had 
taken little. On this difference in the quantity ac- 
cepted there turns the difference between the two 
great classes of Irish tenantry, the Saer and Daer 
tenants, between whose status and that of the 
free and higher base tenants of an English manor 
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there is a resemblance not to be mistaken. The 
Saer-stock tenant, distinguished by the limited 
amount of stock which he received from the Chief, 
remained a freeman and retained his tribal rights in 
their integrity. The normal j)eriod of his tenancy 
was seven years, and at the end of it he became en- 
titled to the cattle which had Iw^en in his possession. 
Meantime he had the advantage of employing them 
in tillage, and the Chief on his jiart received the 
‘ growth and increase and milk,’ the first two words 
implying the young and the manure. So far there is 
nothing very remarkable in the arrangement, but it 
is expressly laid down that besides this it entitled 
the Chief to receive homage and manual labour ; 
manual labour is explained to mean the service of the 
vassal in reaping the Chief’s harvest and in assisting 
to build his castle or fort, and it is stated thiit, in lieu 
of manual labour, the vassal might be required to 
follow his Chief to the wars. Any large addition to 
the stock deimsited with the Saer-stock tenant, or an 
unusual quantity accepted in the first instance by the 
tribesman, created the relation between vassal and 
chief called Daer-stock tenancy. The Daer-stock 
tenant had unquestionably parted with some portion 
of his freedom, and his duties are invariably referred 
to as very onerouff. The stock given to him by the 
Chief consisted of two portions, of which one was pro- 
portionate to the rank of the recipient, the other to the 
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rent in kind to which the tenant became liable. Jhe 

t 

technical standard of the first was the tenant's ‘honor- 
price,' the fine or damage which was payable for in- 
juring him, and which in these ancient systems of 
law varies Avith the dignity of the person injured. 
'J'lic relation between the second portion of stock and 
the rent is elaborately defined in the Brehon law : 
‘ The proportionate stock of a calf of the value of a 
sack with its accompaniments, and refections for three 
persons in the summer, and work for three days, is 
three “ sam-lnu ^" heifers or their value* (‘Cain- 
Aigillne,’ p. 25); or, in other words, that the Chief 
may entitle himself to the calf, the refections, and 
the labour, he must deposit three heifers with the 
tenant. ‘ The proportionate stock of a dartadh *' 
heifer Avith its accompaniment, is tAvelve “ seds," * 
explained to mean tAvelve ‘ sam-haisc ' heifers, or six 
cows. And so on in many places. The rent in kind, 
or food -rent, Avhich A\^as thus proportioned to the 
stock received, un({uestionably developed in time into 
a rent pa)'able in res|)cct of the tenant’s land; but it 
is certainly a curious and unexpected fact that the 
rent of the' class Avhich is believed to have embraced 
a very large part of the ancient Irish tenantry did 
not, in its earliest form, corresi)ond in any way to the 
value of the tenant’s land, but solely to the value of 
the Chief's property deposited Avith the tenant.' But 
the most burdensome obligation imposed on the Daer- 
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sto^k tenant is that which, in the quotation just made 
by me, is expressed b)' the word ‘ refections.’ lieside 
the rent in kind and the feudal services, the Chief 
who had given stock was entitled to come, with a 
company of a certain number, and feast at the Daer- 
stock tenant’s house, at particular periods, for a 
fixed number of days. This ‘ right of refection,’ 
and liability to it, are among the most distinctive 
features of ancient Irish custom, and their origin is 
probably to be explained by the circumstance that 
the Irish Chief, though far more privileged than his 
tenants, was little better housed and almost as poorly 
furnished out, and could not have managed to con- 
sume at home tlie provisions to which his gifts of 
stock entitled him. But tlie practice had a most un- 
happy history. The Brelion law defines it and limits 
it narrowly on all sides; but its inconvenience and 
its tendency to degenerate into an abuse are manifest, 
and from it are doubtless descended those opjn'cssions 
which revolted such English observers of Ireland as 
Spenser and Davis, the ‘ coin and livery,’ and the 
‘cosherings’ of the Irish Chiefs, which they denounce 
with such indignant emphasis. Perhaps there was 
no Irish usage which seemed to Englishmen so amply 
to justify that which as a whole I believe to have 
been a great mistake and a great wrong, the entire 
judicial or legislative abolition of Irish customs* The 
precautions by which the Brehon lawyers could fence 
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it in were not probably at any time^ very effecfjia], 
but, as I before stated, they did what they could ; 
and, moreover, as defined by them, the relation out 
of which Daer-stock tenancy and its peculiar obliga- 
tions arose was not perpetual. After food-rent and 
service had been rendered for seven years, if the Chief 
died, the tenant became entitled to the stock ; while, 
on the other hand, if the tenant died, his heirs were 
partly, though not wholly, relieved from their obliga- 
tion. At the same time it is very probable that 
Daer-stock tenancy, which must have begun in the 
necessities of the tenant, was often from the same 
cause rendered practically permanent. 

It has frequently been conjectured that certain 
incidents of feudal tenure pointed back to some such 
system as the llrehon tracts describe to us. The 
Heriot of English Copyhold tenure, the ‘ best beast ^ 
taken by the Lord on the death of a base tenant, has 
been explained as an acknowledgment of the Lord’s 
ownership o( the cattle with which he anciently 
stocked the land of his villeins, just as the Heriot of 
the military tenant is believed to have had its origin 
in a deposit of arms. Adam Smith recognised the 
great antiquity of the Metayer tenancy, still widely 
spread over the Continent, of which one variety was 
in his day found in Scotland under the name of 
* steel bow.* I am not at all surprised that, in one of 
the Prefaces to the oflicial translation of the Brelion 
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, a comparison should be instituted between this 
tenancy and the Saer and Daer-stock tenancy of an- 
cient Irish law. The outward resemblance is consi- 
derable, and the history of Metayer tenancy is so 
obscure that I certainly cannot undertake to say that 
practices answering to those I have described had 
not in some countries something to do with its primi- 
tive form. But the distinctions between the ancient 
and the modern tenancies are more important than the 
analogies. In Metayer tenancy a landlord supplies 
the land and stock, a tenant the labour only and the 
skill; but in Saer and l)aer-stock tenancy the land 
belonged to the tenant. Again, the effect of the 
ancient Irish relation was to produce, not merely a 
contractual liability, but a status. The tenant had 
his social and tribal |K)sition distinctly altered by 
accepting stock. Further, the acceptance of stock 
was not always voluntary. A tribesman, in one 
stage of Irish custom at all events, wai^ bound to 
receive stock from his own ‘ King,^ or, in other words, 
from the Chief of his tribe in its largest extension ; 
and everywhere the Brehon laws seem to me to 
speak of^ the acceptance of stock as a hard necessity. 
Lastly, the Tribe to which the intending tenant 
belonged had in some cases a veto on his adoption of 
the new position, which was clearly regarded as a 
proceeding invasive of tribal rights and calculated to 
enfeeble them. In order to give the Tribe the oppor- 
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tunity of interposing whenever it had .legal powei* to 
do 80, the acceptance of stock had to be open and 
public, and the consequences of effecting it surrep- 
titiously are elaborately set forth by the law. It 
seems to me clear that it w^as discouraged by the 
current popular morality. One of those rules, 
frequent in ancient bodies of law, which are rather 
moral precepts than juridical provisions, declares that 
‘ no man should leave a rent on his land which he 
did not find there/ 

The system which 1 have been describing must 
have contributed powerfully to dissolve the more 
ancient trilial and family organisation. If the Chief 
who gave and the Ceile who accepted stock belonged 
to the same 'fribc, the effect of the transjiction was to 
create a relation between them, not indeed altogether 
unlike that of tribal connection, but still materially 
different from it in many respects and much more to 
the advantage of the chieftain. But the superior 
from whom a man took stock was not always the 
Chief of his own Sept or Tribe. So far as the Brehon 
law can be said to show any favour to the new 
system of vassalage, it encourages it between natural 
chief and natural tribesman; and, on the other hand, 
it puts difficulties in its way when there is an attempt 
to establish it between a tribesman and a strange 
Chief. But there seem to be abundant admissions 
that freemen did occasionally commend themselves in 
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way to superiors other than their Chiefs. Every 
nobleman, as I said before, is assumed to be as a rule 
rich in cattle, and it api^ears to have been an object 
with everyone to disperse his herds by the practice of 
giving stock. The enriched peasant who was on his 
way to be ennobled, the Bo- Aire, seems to have had 
Ceiles who accepted stock from him, as well as had 
the nobles higher in degree. Accordingly, the new 
groups formed of the Lord and his^'assals — if we may 
somewhat antedate these last words — were sometimes 
wholly distinct from the old groups comjxmKl of the 
Chief and his Clan. Nor, again, was the new relation 
confined to Aires, or noblemen, and Ceiles, or free 
but noil-noble tribesmen. The Bo-Aire certainly, and 
apparently the higher Chiefs iilso, accepted stock on 
occasion from chieftains more exalted than them- 
selves ; and in the end to ‘ give stock ^ canie to mean 
the same thing as to assert feudal superiority, and to 
‘ accept stock * the same thing, which in the language 
of other societies was called ‘ commendation.’ It is 
strong evidence of the soundness of the conclusions 
reached of late years by historical scholars (and, 
among others, by Mr. Bryce), as to the deep and wide 
influence exercised by the Roman Empire, even in 
its later form, that (of course by a fiction) the Brehon 
law represents the King of Ireland as ‘accepting 
stock ’ from the Emperor. ‘ When the King of Erin 
is without opposition’ — that is, as the explanation 
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runs, when he holds the ports of Dublin, Waterford, 
and Limerick, which were usually in the hands of the 
Danes — ‘ he receives stock from the King of the Ro- 
mans ’ (S. M., ii. 225). The commentary goes on to 
say that sometimes ‘ it is by the successor of Patrick 
that the stock is given to the King of Erin ; ^ and this 
remarkable passage seems to show that an Irish writer 
spoke of the successor of St. Patrick, where a writer 
of the same approximate period in England or on the 
European Continent would assuredly have spoken of 
the Pope. 

1 hope it is unnecessary for me to insist on the 
interest which attaches to this jiart of the Brehon law. 
It has been not uncommon, U[)on the evidence fur- 
nished by the usages of the Scottish Highlanders, 
sharply to contrast Celtic tribal customs with feudal 
rules ; and doubtless between these customs and 
feudalism in its jierfected state there are differences 
of the greatest importance. Yet, if the testimony of 
the Brehon tracts may be trusted, such differences 
arose, not from essential distinctions, but, in some 
measure at all events, from distinctions of degree in 

I 

comparative social development. The germs of feu- 
dalism lay deep in the more ancient social forms, and 
were ready to assert their vitality even in a country 
like Ireland, which, after it was once Christianised, 
can have borrowed next to no institutions from its 
neighbours, cut off as it was from the Continent by 
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distance, and Irom England by stubborn national 
repulsion. It is also worthy of observation that this 
natural growtli of feudalism was not, as some eminent 
recent writers have supjxised, entirely distinct from 
the process by which the authority of the Chief or 
Lord over the Tribe or Milage was exteiided, but 
rather formed part of it. While the unappropriated 
waste-lands were falling into his domain, the villagers 
or tribesmen were coming through natural agencies 
under his personal power. 

The Irish practice of ‘ giving stock * seems to me 
also to connect itself with another set of phenomena 
which have generally been thought to belong to a 
very different stage of history. We obtain from the 
law-tracts a picture of an aristocracy of wealth in its 
most jwimitive form; and we see that the jxissession 
of this wealth gave the nobles an immense ppwer over 
the non-noble freemen who had nothing but their 
land. Cmsar seems to me to be clearly referring to 
the same state of relations in the Celtic sister society, 
when he speaks of the Gaulish chiefs, the J’.quites, 
having one principal source of their influence in the 
number*of their debtors. (B. G., i. 4 ; B. G., vi. 13.) 
Now, you will remember how unifonnly, when 
our knowledge of the ancient world commences, we 
find plebeian classes deeply indebted to aristocratic 
orders. At the beginning of Athenian history we 
find the Athenian commonalt}* the bondslaves through 
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debt of the Eupatrids ; at the beginning of Roman 
history we find the Roman Commons in money bond- 
age to the Patricians. The fact has been accounted 
for in many ways, and it has been plausibly suggested 
that it was the occurrence of repeated bad seasons 
which j)lace<l the small farmers of the Attic and 
Roman territory at the mercy of wealthy nobles. 
But the explanation is imperfect unless we keep in 
mind the chief lesson of these Brehon tracts, and recol- 
lect that the relative importance of Land and Capital 
has been altering throughout history. The general 
projiosition that Land is limited in quantity and is 
distinguished by this limitation from all other com- 
modities which are practically capable of indefinite 
multiplication, has always of course been abstractedly 
true ; but, like many other principles of Political 
Economy, its value depends on the circumstances to 
which it is applied. In very ancient times land was 
a drug, while capital was extremely perishable, added 
to with the greatest difficulty, and lodged in very few 
hands. The proportionate iin])ortance of the two 
requisites of cultivation changed very slowly, and it 
is only quite recently that in some countries it has 
been well-nigh reversed. The ownership of the 
instruments of tillage other than the land itself was 
thus, in early agricultui’al communities, a power of 
the first order, and, as it may be believed that a stock 
of the primitive capital larger than usual was very 
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generally obtained by plunder, we can understand 
that these stocks were mostly in the hands of noble 
classes whose occupation was war, and who at all 
events had a monojx)ly of the profits of office. The 
advance of capital at usurious interest, and the helpless 
degradation of the borrowers, were the natural re- 
sults of such economical conditions. For the honour 
of the obscure and forgotten lirehon writers of the 
Cain-Suerrath and the Cain-Aigillnc, let it not be 
forgotten that their undertaking was essentially the 
same as that which went far to immortalise one great 
Athenian legislator. By their precise and detailed 
statements of the proportion which is to be preserved 
between the stock which the Chief supplies and the 
returns which the tenant pays, tliey j)lainly intend 
to introduce certainty and equity into a naturally 
oppressive system. Solon, dealing with a, state of 
society in which coined money hiul probably not long 
taken the place of something like the ‘ seds ’ of 
the Brehon law, had no expedient open to him but 
the debasement of the currency and the cancellation 
of debts ; but he was attacking the same evil as the 
Brehon lawyers, and equally interfering with that 
freedom of contract which wears a very different 
as[)ect according to the condition of the society in 
which it prevails. 

The great part played in the Brehon law by Cattle 
as the oldest form of Capital ought further to leave 
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^eric’-fines, or pecuniary composition for violent crime. 
As I said before, no Irish institution was so strongly 
denounced by Englishmen as this, or with so great 
a show of righteous indignation. As members of a 
wealthy community, long accustomed to a strong 
government, they were revolted jiartly by its apparent 
inadequacy and jiurtly the unjust im]>unity which it 
seemed to give to the rich man and to deny to the 
poor. Although the English system of criminal 
penalties which they sought to substitute lor the 
Irish system of compositions would nowadays be 
described by an ordinary writer in jiretty much as 
dark colours as those used by SjKiiiser and l)avi8 for 
the Irish institution, it is very possible that in the 
sixteenth century it would have been an advantage 
to Ireland to have the English procedure and the 
English [lunishinents. There is much evidence that 
the usefulness of ‘ eric ’-fines had died out, and that 
they unjustly profited the rich and powerful. But 
that only shows that the confusions of Ii'eland had 
kept alive beyond its time an institution which in 
the beginning had been a great step forwards from 
barbarism. If the modern writers who have spoken 
harshl}^ of these pecuniary compositions had come 
upon a set of usages belonging to a society in which 
tribe was perpetuall}^ struggling with tribe, and in 
which life was held extraordinarily cheap, and had 



. VI. 


ETVMOLOOr OF FKl’D. 


171 


fousd tliar, by tliis customary law, the sept or family 
to which the perpetrator of a crime belonged forfeited 
a considerable j)ortion of its lands, I am not sure that 
they would not have regarded the institution as 
showing for the age an extremely strict police. But 
in the infancy of society a line on the cultivating 
communities, of the kind afterwards called pecuniary, 
wjis a much severer punishment than the forfeiture of 
land. They liad plenty of land within their domains, 
but very slight appliances for cultivating it ; and it 
was out of these last that compositions were paid. 
The system of course lost its meaning us the commu- 
nities broke up and as property liccame unequally 
divided. In its day, nevertheless, it had been a great 
achievement, and there are traces of it everywhere, 
even in Roman law, where, however, it is a mere 
survival. 

Before 1 quit the subject let me say something on 
the etymology of the famous word, Feodum, Feud, or 
Fief. The derivation from EiiqdiyteusiB is now alto- 
gether abandoned, and there is general, though not 
quite universal, agreement that Feodum is descended 
from one or other of the numerous family of old 
Teutonic terms which have their present representa- 
tive in the modern German Vieh^ ‘ cattle.’ There is 
supposed to have been much the same transmutation 
of meaning which occurred with the analogous Latin 
word. Pecania^ allied to pecun, signified first money, 
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and then property generally ; the Roman lawyerr, in 
fact, tell us that it is the most comprehensive term for 
all a man’s property ; and in the same way ‘ feodum ’ 
is supj)osed to have come to mean * pro[>erty,’ from 
having originally meant ‘ cattle/ The investigations 
we have been pursuing may perhaps, however, suggest 
that the connection of ‘ feodum ’ with cattle is closer 
and more direct than this theory assumes. Dr, Sulli- 
van, I ought to add, assigns a different origin to 
‘ feodum ’ from any hitherto put forward (Introd, 
p. ccxxvi.). He claims it as a Celtic word, and con- 
nects it with fuidhh\ tluj name of a class of denizens 
on tribal territory whose status I am about to discuss. 

The territory of every Irish tribe appears to have 
had settled on it, besides the Saer and Daer Ceih‘s, 
certain classes of persons whose condition was much 
nearer to slavery than that of the free tribesman who, 
by accepting stock from the Chief, had sunk lowest 
from his original position in the tribal society. They 
are called by various names, Sencleithes, Bothachs, 
and F uidhirs ; and the two last classes are again sub- 
divided, like the Ceiles, into Saer and Daer Bothachs, 
and Saer and Daer Fuidhirs. There is evidence in 
the tracts, and especially in tlie unpublished tract 
called the ‘ Corns Fine,’ that the senile dependants, 
like the freemen of the territory, had a family or 
tribal organisation ; and indeed all fragments of a 
society like that of ancient Ireland take more or less 
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the«shape of th*e prevailing model. The position of 
the classes, obscurely indicated in Domesday and 
other ancient English records as Cotarii and IJordarii, 
was probably very similar to that of the Sencleithes 
and Bothachs ; and in l)oth cases it has been suspected 
that these servile orders had an origin distinct from 
that of the dominant race, and belonged to the older 
or aboriginal inhabitants of the country. Families or 
sub-tribes formed out of them were j)robably hewers 
of wood and drawers of water to the ruling tribe or 
its subdivisions. Others were certainly in a condition 
of special servitude to the ('hief or dependence on 
him ; and these last were either engaged in culti- 
vating his immediate domain-land and herding his 
cattle, or were planted by him in separate settle- 
ments on the wiiste land of the tribe. The rent or 
service which they paid to him for the use of this 
land was apparently determinable solely by the 
pleasure of the Chief. 

Much the most important, and much the most in- 
teresting of these classes from the historical j)oint of 
view, was that just described as settled b}'^ the Chief 
on the unappropriated tribal lands. Indeed, it has 
been suggested that its fortunes are identical with 
those of the great bulk of the Irish people. It con- 
sisted of the Faidhirs, the strangers or fugitives from 
other territories, men. in fact, who had broken the 
original tribal bond which gave them a place in the 
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community, and who had to obtain another as best 
they might in a new tribe and a new place. The 
Brehon law shows by abundant evidence that the 
class must have been a numerous one. The deser- 
tion of their lands by families or j)ortion8 of families 
is repeatedly spoken of. Under certain circumstances, 
indeed, the rupture of the tribal bond and the flight 
of those who break it are eventualities distinctly con- 
templated by the law. In the Brehon law, as in 
other ancient juridical systems, the corporate respon- 
sibility of tribes, sub-tribes, and families takes the 
place of that responsibility for crime, and even to 
some extent of civil obligation, which, under modern 
institutions, presses upon the individual. But the 
responsibility might be prevented from attaching 
])y compelling or inducing a meml)er of the group, 
habitually ^'iulent or vowed to revenge, to withdraw 
from its circle ; and the Book of Aicill gives the legal 
procedure which is to be observed in the expulsion, 
the tribe paying certain fines to the Chief and the 
Church and proclaiming the fugitive. Such provi- 
sions assume a certain order in the society to which 
they apply; yet we know as a fact that tor many 
centuries it was violently disordered. The result was 
probably to fill the country with ‘ broken men,’ and 
such men could only find a home and protection by 
becoming Fuidhir tenants. Everything, in short, 
which tended to disturb the Ireland of the Brehon 
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JTow, the Frfidhir tenant was exclusively a depen- 
dant of the Chief, and was through him alone con- 
nected with the Tribe. The responsibility for crime, 
which in the natural state of Irish society attached to 
the Family or Tril>e, attached, in the ease of the Fuid- 
hir, to the Chief, who in fact became to this chiss of 
tenants that which their original tribesmen or kindred 
had been. Moreover, the land which they cultivated 
in their place of refuge was not theirs but his. They 
were the first ‘tenants at will’ known to Ireland, 
and there is no doubt that they were always theo- 
retically rack rentable. The ‘ three rents,’ says the 
Senchus Mor, are the ‘ rackrent from a of a 

stramje tribe, a fair rent from one of the tribe, and the 
stipulated rent which is paid equally by the tribe and 
the strange tribe.’ The ‘person from a strange tribe ’ 
is undoubtedly the Fuidhir; and though the Irish 
expression translated ‘rackrent’ cannot, of course, 
in the ancient state of relation between population 
and land, denote an extreme competition rent, it 
certainly indicates an extreme rent; since in one of 
the glosses it is graphically compared to the milk of 
a cow which is compelled to give milk every month 
to the end of the year. At the same time there is 
no reason to suppose that, in the first instance, the 
Fuidhir tenants were oppressively treated by the 
Chiefs. The Chief had a strong interest in encouraging 
them ; ‘ he brings in Fuidhirs,’ says one of the tracts, 
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‘ to increase his wealth/ The interests really injiired 
were those of the Tribe, which may have become 
stronger for defence or attack by the addition to the 
|x>pulation of the territory, but which certainly suf- 
fered as a body of joint proprietors by the curtail- 
ment of the waste land available for pasture. The 
process before described by which the status of the 
tribesmen declined proportionately to the growth of 
the Chiefs* powers, must have been indirectly hastened 
in several ways by the introduclion of Fuidhirs. 
Such indications of the course of change as the Bre- 
hon laws furnish are curiously in harmony with a 
passage from a work recently published, which, amid 
much other valuable matter, gives a most vivid pic- 
ture of agricultural life in the backward Indian pro- 
vince of Orissa. Mr. Hunter, the writer, is speaking 
of the relation of landlord and tenant ; but as the 
‘ hereditary |K*asantry * referred to liave, as against 
their landlord, rights defined by law, they are not 
without analogy to the tribesmen of an ancient Irish 
territory. ‘The migratory husbandman,* the Fuid- 
hir of modern India, ‘ not only lost his hereditary 
position in his own village, but he was an object of 
dislike and suspicion among the new community into 
which he thrust himself. For every accession of 
cultivators tended to better the position of the land- 
lord, and pro tanto to injure that of the (older) culti- 
vators. So long as the land on an estate continued 
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to twice as much as the hereditary peasantry could 

till, the resident husbandmen were of too much im- 

* 

portance to be bullied or squeezed into discontent. 
But once a large body of immigrant cultivators had 
grown upj this primitive check on the landlords’ 
exactions was removed. The migratory tenants, 
therefore, not only lost their [)osition in their old vil- 
lages, but they were harassed in their new settlements. 
Worse than all, they were to a certain extent con- 
founded wdth the landless low castes who, destitute 
of the local connections so keenly prized in rural 
society as the evidences of respectability, wandered 
about as hired labourers and temporary cultivators of 
surplus village lands.’ (Hunter, ‘ Orissa,’ i. .57, 58.) 

You will perhaps have divined the ground of the 
special attention which has been claimed for these 
Fuidhlr tenants, and will be [wepared to hear that 
their peculiar status has been supposed to have a 
bearing on those agrarian difficulties Avhich have 
recurred with almost mysterious frequency in the 
history of Ireland. It is certainly a striking circum- 
stance that in the far distance of Irish tradition we 
come upon conflicts between rent-paying and rent- 
receiving tribes — that, at the first moment when our 
information respecting Ireland becomes full and 
trustworthy, our informants dwell with indignant 
emphasis on the ‘ racking ’ of tenants by the Irish 
Chiefs — and that the relation of Irish landlord and 
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Irish tenant, after beinp; recognised^ ever since •the 
beginning of the centuiy as a social difficulty of the 
first magnitude, finally became a political difficulty, 
which was settled only the other day. I do not say 
that there is not a thread of connection between 
these stages of Irish agrarian history, but there are 
two opposite errors into which we may be betrayed 
if we assume the thread to have been uniform 
throughout. In the first place, we may be tempted 
to antedate the influence of those economical laws 
which latterly had such powerful operation in Ireland 
until their energy was well-nigh spent through the 
consequences of the great famine of 1845-(). An 
overflowing population and a limited area of culti- 
vable land ha<l much to <lo, and probably more than 
anything else to do, with the condition of Ireland 
during that period ; but neither the one nor the other 
was a characteristic of the country at the end of the 
sixteenth century. Next, we may perhaps be inclined, 
as some writers of great merit seem to me to l)e, to 
post-date the social changes which caused so large a 
portion of the soil of Ireland to be placed under the 
uncontrolled Law of tlic Jlarket, or, to adopt the 
ordinary phraseology, which multiplied ‘tenants at 
will ’ to an unusual extent. Doubtless, if we had to 
found an opinion as to these causes exclusively on 
ancient Irish law, and on modern English real 
nronertv law. we should perhaps come to the conclu* 
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sioh that an an'haic sj’stem, barely recogiiisinp^ abso- 
lute ownership, liad been violently and unnaturally 
replaced by a system of 1‘ar more moileru stjimp 
based upon absolute property in land. lUit, by the 
end of the sixteenth centurv, our i‘vidence is that the 

V ■ 

Chiefs had already so much power over their tenants 


that any addition to it is scarcely conceivable. 



Lords of land/ says Kdmund Spenser, writing not 


later than loiltl, ‘ do not tlua-e us(‘ to set out their land 


to farme, for tearme of years, to their tenants, but 
only from yeare to yeare, or during ])leasure, neither 
indeed will the Irish tenant or husbandman otherwise 


take his land than so long as he list hiinselfe. The 
reason tliereof in the tenant is, for that tin* landlords 
there use most shamefully to racke their tenants, 
laying upon them coin and livery at pleasure, and 
exacting of them besides his covenants what he 
jdeaseth. So that the poore husbandman (‘ither dare 
not binde himselfe to him for longer tearme, or 
thinketh, by his continuall liberty of change, to keepe 
liis landlord the rather in awe from wronging of him. 
And the reason whv the landlord will no longer 
covenant with him is, for that he dayly looketh after 
change and alteration, and hovereth in expectation of 
new worlds.’ Sir John Davis, writing rather before 
1613, used still stronger language: ‘ The Lord is an 
absolute Tyrant and the Tennant a very slave and 
villain, and in one respect more miserable than Bond 
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Slaves. For commonly the Bond Slaye is fed by his 
Lord, but here the Lord is fed by his Bond Slave.’ 

There is very little in common between the 
miserable position of the Irish tenant here described 
and the footing of even the baser sort of Ceiles, or 
villeins, who liad taken stock from the Chief. If the 
Brehon law is to be trusted, the Daer Cede was to be 
commiseratqd, rather because he had derogated from 
liis rights as a free tribesman of the same blood with 
the Chief, than because he had exposed himself to un- 
bridled oppression, liesides paying dues more of the 
nature of modern rent, he certainly stood under that 
unfortunate liability of sup})lying periodical refection 
for his Chief and his followers. But not only was tlie 
amount of his dues settled by the law, but the very 
size of the joints and the quality of the ale with which 
he regaled his Chief were minutely and expressly 
regulated. And, if one provision of the law is clearer 
than another, it is that the normal period of the 
relation of tenancy or vassalage was not one year, but 
seven years. How, then, are we to explain this dis- 
crepancy? Is the ex])lauation that the Brehon theory 
never in reality quite corresponded with the facts? 
It may be so to some extent, but the careful student 
of the Brehon tracts will be inclined to think that 
the general bias of their writers was rather towards 
exaggeration of the privileges of Chiefs than towards 
overstatement of tlie immunities of tribesmen. Is it, 
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on% the other liand, likely that, as some patriotic 
Irishmen have asserted, Spenser and Davis were 
under the influence of English prejudice, and grossly 
misrepresented the facts of Irish life in their day? 
Plenty of prejudice of a certain kind is disclosed by 
their writings, and I doubt not that they were capable 
of occasionally misunderstanding what they saw. 
Nothing, however, which they have written suggests 
that they were likely wilfully to misdescribe facts 
open to their observation. 1 can quite conceive that 
some things in the relations of the Chiefs and tenants 
escaped them, possibly a good deal of freely-given 
loyalty on one side, and of kindliness and good- 
humoured joviality on the other. But that the Irish 
Chief had in their day the power or right which they 
attribute to him cannot seriously be questioned. 

The power of the Irish Chiefs and thqir severity to 
their tenants in the sixteenth century being admitted, 
they have been accounted for, as I before stated, by 
supposing that the Norman nobles who became grad- 
ually clothed with Irish chieftainships — the Fitz- 
geralds, the Burkes, and the Barrys — abused an au- 
thority which in native hands would have been subject 
to natural limitations, and thus set an evil example to 
all the Chiefs of Ireland. The explanation has not 
the antecedent improbability which it might seem 
to have at first sight, but I am not aware that there 
is positive evidence to sustain it. I owe a far more 
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plausible theory of the cause of change to Dr. Sulli- 
van, who, in liis Introduction (p. cxxvi), has sug- 
gested that it Avas determined by the steady multipli- 
cation of Fuidhir tenants. It must be recollected that 
this class of persons Avould not be protected by the 
primitive or natural institutions springing out of 
community of blood. The Fuidlur was not a tri!)es- 
man but an alien. In all societies cemented together 
l)y kinsliip ilie position of the person Avho has lost 
or broken the bond of union is always extraordinarily 
miserable. He has not only lost his natural place in 
them, but they have no room for him .anywhere 
else. The wretcliedncss of the outcast in India, 
understood as the man Avho has lost or been expelled 
from caste, does not arise froni Iiis having been de- 
graded from a higher to a loAver social standing, but 
from his liaviiig no standing wliatcver, then‘ being no 

O 7 O 

other ordcjr of society o])en to receive liim Avhen he 
lias descended from liis own. It Avas true tliat the 
Fuidhir, thougli he liad lost tlie manifold protection 
of his family and tribe, Avas not actually exposed to 
violent Avrong. From tliat lie Avas ])rotected by the 
ncAv Chief to Avhom he had attached himself, but be- 
tween him and this Chief there Avas nothing. The 
principle Avoiild ahvays be that he AA^as at the mercy 
of the Chief. At the utmost, some usages faA^oarable 
to him might establish themselves through lapse of 
time, but they would have none of the obligatory 
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force belonging* to the rules which defined the rights 
of the Chief in respect of his Saer-stock and Daer- 
stock tenants. We can see that several of the duties 
corresponding to these rights were of a kind to invite 
abuse ; mucli more certainly would obligations analo- 
gous to them, but wliolly imposed by the pleasure of 
the Chief, become cruelly oppressive. The ‘ refec- 
tions ’ of the Brehon law would, by a miserable de- 
gradation, become (to borrow the language of Spen- 
ser and Davis) coin and livery, cuttings, cosherings, 
and spendings, in the case of the Fuidhirs. Meanwhile 
there were causes at work, powerfully and for long 
periods of time, to increase the numbers of this class. 
Even those Irishmen who believe that in the distant 
past there was once a tolerably well-ordered Ireland 
admit that for many centuries their country was 
racked with perpetual disturbance. Danish piracies, 
intestine feuds, Anglo-Norman attempts at conquest 
never consistently carried out or thoroughly com- 
pleted, the very existence of the Pale, and above all 
the policy directed from it of playing off against one 
another the Chiefs beyond its borders, are allowed by 
all to have distracted the island with civil war, how- 
ever the responsibility for it is to be apiK)rtioned. 
But the process is one which must have broken up 
tribes far and wide, and broken tribes imply a multi- 
tude of broken men. Even in brief intervals of peace 
the violent habits produced by constant disorder would 
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bring about the frequent expulsion , by families of 
members for whom they refused to remain responsible, 
and in the commoner eventuality of war whole frag- 
ments would be from time to time tom away from 
tribes and their atoms scattered in every part of Ire- 
land. It is, therefore, a conjecture possessing a very 
high degree of plausibility, that the tenantry of the 
Irish Chiefs whose sufferings provoked the indignation 
of Spenser and Davis consisted largely of Fuidhirs. 

The explanation may, however, be carried beyond 
this point. You will bear in mind the passage quoted 
by me from Hunter’s ‘ Orissa,’ which shows how a 
tenantry enjoying hereditary rights is injured, even 
under a Government which sternly compels peace and 
order, by a large immigration of cultivators depen- 
dent on jthe landlord or Zemindar. They narrow the 
available waste land by their appropriations ; and, 
though they do not compete directly for the anciently 
cultivated land with the tenants enjoying hereditary 
rights, they greatly raise in the long run the standard 
of rent, at the same time that they arm the landlord 
with those powers of exacting it which in ancient 
Ireland consisted in the strong hand of the Chief him- 
self, and which consist, in modern India, in the money 
wdiich puts in motion the arm of the law. I have 
no doubt whatever that a great multiplication of 
Fuidhir tenants would always seriously alter for the 
worse the position of the tenants by Saer-stock and 
Dear-stock tenure. 
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LECTURE VII. 

ANCIENT DIVISIONS OF THE FAMILY. 

‘ Before the establishment of the (luiL^lish) common 
law, all the possessions within the Irish territories 
ran either in course of Tanistry or in course of Gavel- 
kind. Every Signory or Chiefry with the portion of 
land which passed with it went without partition to 
the Tanist, who always came in by election or with 
the strong hand, and not by descent ; but all inferior 
tenanties were partible between males in Gavel 
kind.' (Sir J. Davis’ Reports, ‘ Le Cas dc Gavelkind,’ 
Hil. 3, Jac. 1., before all the Judges.) 

This passage occurs in one of the famous cases in 
which the Anglo-Irish Judges affirmed the illegality 
of the native Irish tenures of land. They declared 
the English common law to be in force in Ireland, 
and thenceforward the eldest son succeeded, as heir- 
at-law, both to lands which were attached to a Sig- 
norj’' and to estates which had been divided according 
to the peculiar Irish custom here called Gavelkind. 
The J udges thoroughly knew that they were making 
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a revolution, and they probably thought tliat they 
were substituting a civilised institution for a set of 
mischievous usages proper only for barbarians. Yet 
there is strong reason for thinking that Taiiistry 
is the form of succession from wliich Primogeni- 

4 

ture descended, and that the Irish Gavelkind, which 
they sharply distinguished from the Gavelkind of 
Kent, was nothing more than an archaic form of tliis 
same institution, of which Courts in England have 
always taken judicial notice, and which prevailed far 
more widely on the European Continent than succes- 
sion by Primogeniture. 

It will be convenient that we should iirst consider 


the so-called ( Javelkind of Ireland, which is tlms de- 
scribed bv Sir flohn Davis : ‘Bv the Irish custom 
of Gavelkind, tlie inferior tenanties were partible 
among all the males of the Sept, both Bastards and 
Legitimate ; and, after partition mad(\ if any one of 
the Sept had died, his portion was not divided among 


his sonnes, but the Chief of the Sept made a new par- 
tition of all the lands belonging to that Sept, and 
gave every one his part according to his antiquity.’ 

This statement occasions some perplexity, which 
does not, however, arise from its being antecedently 
incredible. It is made, you will observe, not of the 


Clan or Tribe in its largest extension, but of the Sept. 
The first was a large and miscellaneous body, com- 
posed in great part of men whose relationship of 
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blopcl with tlie Chief and the mass of free 
men, was a mere fiction. The last was a much 
smaller body, whose proximity to a common ances- 
tor was close enough to admit of tlieir kinship eitlar 
being a fact or l)eing ])elieved to be a fact. It aj)- 
imrently corresponded to the small Highland com- 
munities observed in Scotland, by an English officer 
of Engineers about 17.30. ‘They (the Iliglilanders) 
arc divided into tribes or clans nndiT chiefs or chief- 
tains, and each clan is again divided into branches 
from the main stock, who have chieftains over them. 
These are subdivided into smaller branches, of 
or sixty men, who deduce their original from their pis •- 
ticular chieftains. ((Quoted by Skene, ‘ Highlanders,’ 
i. p. 15G.) Such a body, as I have already stated, 
seems to be the Joint Family well known to the 
Hindoos, but continued as a corporate unit (which is 

* f 

very rarely the casein India), through several p’ ^cc/ 
sive generations. There is no diftercnce in princ^ , 
and little in practical effect, between the of 

succession described by Davis and the way in which 
a Hindoo Joint Family is affected by the deatli of 
one of its members. All the property being held in 
common, and all earnings being lirought into the 
‘common chest or purse,' the lapse of anyone life 
would have the effect, potentially if not actually, of 
distributing the dead man’s share among all the kin- 
dred united in the family group. And if, on a dis- 
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solution of the Joint Family, the distribution of its 
effects were not per capita but per stifpe^‘, this would 
correspond to what 1 )avi8 probably means when he 
describes the Chief as giving to each man ‘ according 
to his antiquity/ 

The special novelty of the information supplied to 
ns by the ancient Irish law consists in its revealing 
to ns a society of Aryan race, settled, indeed, on the 
land, and much influenced by its settlement, but 
preserving an exceptional number of the ideas and 
rules belonging to the time when kinship and not the 
laud is the basis of social union. There is, therefore, 
nothing extraordinary in our finding, among the 
ancient usages of the Irish, an institution savouring 
so much of the ‘ natural communism ’ of the jirimitivc 
forms of proj)erty as this Irish Gavedkind. This 
‘ natural communism,’ I have repeatedly urged, does 
not arise from any tlieory or a priori assumption as 
to the best or justest mode of dividing the land of a 
community, but from the simjde impossibility, accord- 
ing to primitive notions, of making a distinction be- 
tween a number of kinsmen solely connected by their 
real or assumed descent from a common ancestor. 
The natural solvent of this communism is the land 
itself upon which the kindred are settled. As the 
common ancestrv Aides away into indistinctness, and 
the community gets to consider itself less nn assem- 
blage of blood-relations than a body of co-nllagers, 
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each household ipliiigs with increasing tenacity to the 
allotment which it has once obtained, and re -divisions 
of the land among the whole community, whether at 
fixed periods or at a death, become rarer and rai*er, 
and at last cease altogether, or survive only as a 
tradition. In this way tlie widely diffused but 
modified form of tril)al succession, which in England 
is called Gavelkind, is at last established; the descen- 
dants of the latest holder take his property, to the: ex- 
clusion of everybody else, and the riglits of the |X)r- 
tion of the community outside the family dwindle to 
a veto on sales, or to a right of controlling the modes 
of cultivation. Nevertheless, surveying the Aryan 
as a whole, and looking to societies in whicli 
fra^rmeiits of the ancient social organisation 
still survive, we can discover forms of succession or 
property which come surjirisingly near "*^0 the Irish 
Gavelkind described by Davis. The best examjdc of 
this occurs in a practice which existed down to our 
own day over a large part of llussia. The principle 
Avas that each household of the village was entitled 
to a share of the village-lands proportioned to the 
number of adult males it contained. Every death, 
therefore, of a grown-up man diminished tanfo the 
share of the household, and every member of it grown 
to manhood increased its lot in the cultivated area. 
There was a fixed unit of acreage corresjx>nding to 
the extent of soil cultivable by one man’s labour, 
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and at the periodical division each hoi(^sehold obtafned 
just as much land as answered to its number of adult 
labourin’*: men. Tlie principal distinction between 
this system and that which seemed so monstrous and 
unnatural to Sir John Davis is, that under the first the 
re-division took place, not us each death occurred, but 
at stated intervals. I must not, indeed, be understood 
to say that I think the distinction unimportant. It 
is very possible that re-distributions at deaths of a 
common fund may mark a more advanced stage in 
the history of Property than periodical redistribution, 
and that the recognitioii of interests for an entire life 
may liavc preceded and paved the way for the final 
allotment of ])ennanent shares to soj)arate liouseholds. 
Until, however, this last point has been reached, all 
the mod<^F of re-division known to us arc plainly 
referable to the same principle. 


The difficulty suggested by the recital in the 
‘Case of (Javelkind ' is tlius not a difficulty in believ- 
ing it if it stood by itself, or if it wore made with less 
generality. J3ut it is distinctly stated that all the 
lands in Ireland which did not descend by the rule 
of Tanistry descended by the rule of Gavelkind, 
The indications of the state of law or custom furnished 


by the lirehon tracts certainly seem to me inconsis- 
tent with this assertion. They show us proprietary 
rights defined witli a sharpness and guarded with a 
jealousy which is hard to reconcile with the degree 
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DISCREPANCIES IN IRISH EVIDENCE. 

of ^natural coi^munism ^ implied in the language of 
Davis’s Heport. The Corns Bescna, of which I said 
something before, and which deals with rights over 
tribal lands, implies tliat under certain circumstances 
they might be permanently alienated, at all events to 
the Church; and we shall presently have to discuss 
some very singular rules of succession, which, how- 
ever they may affect the Family, certainly seem to ex- 
clude the Sept. Dr. Sidlivan, who ap]>cars to have 
consulted many more original authorities than have 
been translated or given to the world, exjwesses him- 
self as if he thoimlit that the trcMieral law of succes- 

i % 

sion in Ireland was nearly analogous to the Gavelkind 
of Kent. ‘ According to the Irish custom, i)roperty 
descended at first only to the male heirs of the body, 

each son receiving an etjual sliare Ultimately, 

however, daughters ap[)earto have become entitled to 
inherit all, if tlierc Avere no sons’ (Introd., p. clxx). 

I do not expect that the a])parent contradiction 
between the Brehon tracts and the language of Davis 
and his contemporaries respecting the Irish law of 
succession to land Avill be fully accounted for till the 
whole of the ancient legal literature is before the 
world; but meanwhile it is a plausible (explanation 
of the discrepancy that the Irish and the English 
writers attended to different sets of phenomena. I 
cannot doubt that the so-called Irishj Gavelkind was 
found over a great part of the country. The state- 
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merits of English authorities on thy point are 
tremely precise. They affirm that ‘ no civil habiti 
tions were erected, and no enclosure or improvemen 
was made of land wliere Gavelkind was in use/ an( 
they say that this was especially the case in Ulster 
‘ which was all one wilderness.’ Nevertheless it is ex- 
tremely probable that another set of facts justified the 
irulications given by the Brehon tracts, and that there 
were other modes of succession known besides succes- 


sion by Tanistry oil the one hand, and besides on the 
other hand the peculiarly archaic system under which 
each lapsed share was at once divided between all the 
members of the Sept. Such an institution as tlie last. 


though exce])tional circumstances may keep it alive, 
contains within itself a principle of decay. Each house- 
hold included in the Joint Family gains a firmer hold 
on its share of the lands as the distance increases 


from the common ancestor ; and finally appropriates 
it, transmitting it exclusively to offshoots from its 
own branch. Nothing is more likely than that there 
were frequent examples of Irish septs with their 
land-customs in this condition; and it is still more 
probable that usages of a similarly modern stamp 
prevailed in estates permanently severed or ‘ booked 
off ’ from tribal possession or established at a distance 
from the main scat of the tribe. It is true that, in 
society based on kinship, each family separated from 
the rest tends itself to expand into a joint family or 
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sep^ ; but in th|se severed estates custom would l)e 
apt to be enfeebled and to abate something of its 
tyranny. Thus, putting the rule of Tanistry aside, I 
can quite conceive that the Irish Gavelkind, the 
modem Gavelkind known to Kent, and many forms 
of succession intermediate between the two, co-existed 
in Ireland. Both the English and the Irish authorities 
on law had prejudices of their own which might lead 
them to confine their attention to particular usages. 
The Brehon writers seem to me distinctly biassed in 
fevour of the descent of property in individual 
families, which commended itself to them as lawyers, 
as friends of the Church, and (it may be) as well- 
wishers to their country. On the other, the strange 
ancient form of ownership which he called Gavelkind 
would fascinate the observation of an Englishman resi- 
dent in Ireland. He would assuredly have none of the 
curiosity about it which we feel nowadays, but sur- 
prise and dislike would fix his attention uj)on it, and 
perhaps prevent his recognising the comparatively 
wide diffusion of institutions of the opposite type. 

This interpretation of the seeming contradiction 
between our authorities is consistent with the very 
little we know respecting actual divisions of land in 
ancient Ireland. It constantly happened both in 
Ireland and the Scottish Highlands that a Chief, 
besides the domain which appertained to his office, 
bad a great estate held under what the English 


o 



194 


ACTUAL DIVISIONS OF LAND BY CHIEFS. UKI. TD. 


I 

lawyers deemed the inferior tenure. There are 4wo 
cases on record in, which Irish Chiefs of considerate 
dignity distributed such estates among their kindred. 
In the fourteenth century Connor More O’Brien, a 
chief who had children of his own, is stated to have 
divided his land on principles which must have more 
or less corresponded to those condemned by the 
Anglo-Irish Judges. The bulk of the estate he as- 
signed to the various families of the Sept formed by 
his own relatives. To himself he reserved only one- 
sixth of one-half of one-third, imd even this sixth he 
divided between his three sons, reserving only a rent 
to himself. But at the end of the fifteenth century 
Donogh O’Brien, sou of Brien ],)uff, son of Connor, 
King of Thoniond, divided all his lands between his 
eleven sons, reserving to himself only the mansion and 
the demesne in its vicinity. The difterence between 
the two cases, which (it is instructive to observe) are 
separated by at least a century, appears to me suffi- 
ciently plain. In the first the land had remained in a 
state of indivision during several generations ; in the 
second it had been periodically divided. Connor 
More O’Brien was distributing the inheritance of a 
joint family; iJonogh O’Brien that of a family. 
(Vallancey, ‘Collectanea de Rebus Hibernids,’ i. 
264 , 265 .) 

It is worthy of observation that in the more 
ancient example Connor More O’Brien appears to 
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hate paid regard to the various f^tlrpes or stocks into 
which the descendants of the original founder of his 
fiunily had branched out. The principle he fcUowed 
I suppose to be the same as that pointed out by Davis 
when he speaks of the chief dividing a lapsed -share 
between the members of a sept ‘according to their 
antiquity.’ The proceeding deserves to be noted, as 
sliowing an advance on the oldest known tribal 
customs. In tlic most archaic forms of the Joint 
Family, and of the institution which grew out of it, 
the Village-Community, these distributions are per 
capita'^ no one person who is entitled takes more than 
another, whether the whole estate or a |)ortion is 
divided, and no respect is paid to the particular way 
in which a given individual has descended from the 
common ancestor. Under a more advanced system 
the distribution is per stirpes ; careful attention is paid 
to the lines into which the descendants of the ancestor 
of the joint-family have separated, and separate rights 
are reserved to them. Finally, the stocks themselves 
escape from the sort of shell constituted by the Joint 
Family ; ^ each man’s share of the property, now 
periodically divided, is distributed among his direct 
descendants at his death. At this point, property in 
its modern form has been established; but the Joint 
Family has not wholly ceased to influence successions. 
When direct descendants fail it is even now the rales 
of the Joint Family which determine the tiddng of 
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the inheritance. Collateral succes8io:is, when they 
are distant, follow the more primitive form of the 
old institution, and are per capita*, when they are 
those of the nearer kindred they are adjusted to its 
more modem shape, and are per stirpes. 

The remark has further to be made that both 
Connor O’Brien and Donogh O’Brien divided their 
own land among their sons or kindred during 
their own lifetime. Like Laertes in the Odyssee 
[and, it has been pointed out to me, like Lear in 
the tragedy of Shakespeare], the old Chief, in the 
decay of his vigour, parts with his power and 
retains but a fraction of the property he had ad- 
ministered; and the poorer freeman becomes one 
of those ‘senior’ pensioners of the tribe so often 
referred to in the tracts. Precisely the same practice 
is recognised, and even (as some think) enjoined, by 
the more archaic bodies of Hindoo jurisprudence. 
The principle is that the right of each member of a 
family accrues at liis birth ; and, as the family has in 
theory a perpetual existence, there is no particular 
reason why, if the property is divided at all, it should 
be exclusively divided at a death. The power of 
distributing inheritances vested in the Celtic chiefs 
has been made the basis of some very doubtful 
theories, but I have no doubt it is essentially the 
same institution as the humble privilege which is 
reserved to the Hindoo father by the Mitakshara. 
It is part of the prerogative belonging to the repre- 
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gefttative of th^ purest blood in the joint family; but 
in proportion as the Joint Family, Sept, or Clan 
becomes more artificial, the power of distribution 
tends more and more to look like mere administrative 
authority. 

Under some systems of Hindoo law, the father, 
when making a distribution of property during his 
lifetime, is entitled to retain a double share, and by 
some Indian customs the eldest son, when dividing 
the patrimony with his brothers, takes twice as much 
as the others. There are a good many traces of the 
usage in this last form in a variety of communities. 
It is, for instance, the ‘ birthright ^ of the Hebrew 
patriarchal history. I mention it particularly because 
it seems to me to be sometimes improperly confounded 
with the right conferred by what we call the rule of 
Primogeniture. But the double share is rather given 
as the reward or (perhaps we should say) the security 
for impartial distribution, and we find it often 
coupled with the right to take exclusively such 
things as are deemed incapable of partition, the 
femily house, for instance, and certain utensils. The 
proof that it is not essentially a privilege of the eldest 
son, we find in the circumstances that it is sometimes 
enjoyed by the father and sometimes by the youngest 
of the sons, and in this way it is connected with our 
own custom of Borough English, of which U shall 
have more to say presently. There is a difference of 
historical origin between this kind of privileged sue- 
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ceijRion and that which we call Primqyfeniture. The 
first is descended from a custom of the Tribe; the 
last, to which I now pass, seems to me traceable to 
the special position of the Chief. 

The Brehon tracts at present translated do not 
add much to the knowledge which we possessed of 
the Irish customs corresponding to the usage of 
exclusive succession by the eldest son; and Primo- 
geniture remains what I called it thirteen years ago 
(‘Ancient Law,’ p. 227), ‘one of the most difficult 
problems of historical jurisprudence.’ The first of 
the difficulties which surround it is the total absence, 
before a particuhir epoch in history, of recorded 
precedents for any such mode of succession to pro- 
perty. It was unknown to the Hellenic world. It 
was unknown to the Koman world. It was unknown 
to the Jews, and apparently to the whole Semitic 
world. In the records of all these societies there are 
vestiges of great differences between the succession 
of males and the succession of females ; but there 
was nothing like the exclusive succession of a single 
son to property, although the descent of sovereignties 
to the eldest son of the last reigning king was a 
familiar fact, and though the Greek philosophers had 
conjectured that, in an earlier state of society than 
theirs, the smaller groups of men — families and vil- 
lages— -had been governed by eldest son after eldest 
son. 
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• Even whe^i the Teutonic races spread over 
Western Europe tliey did not bring with them 
Primogeniture as tlieir ordinary rule of succession. 
The allodial property of the Teutonic freeman, that 
share which he liad theoretically received at the 
original settlement of the brotherhood to which he 
belonged on their domain, was divided at his death, 
when it was divided at all, equally between his sons 
or equally between his sons and daughters. It is 
quite certain, however, that the appearance of Primo- 
geniture in the West and its rapid diffusion must be 
connected with the irruption of the barbarians, and 
with the tribal ideas re-introduced by them into the 
Roman world. At this point, however, we encounter 
another difficulty. The Primogeniture which first 
meets us is not uniformly the Primogeniture with 
which we are now familiar. The right of the eldest 
son sometimes gives way to tlie right of the (3ldest 
male relative of the deceased, and occasionally it 
seems as if neither the succession of the eldest son 
nor that of the eldest relative could take effect 
without election or confirmation by the members of 
the aggregate group to which both belong. 

As usual, we have to look for living illustrations 
of the ancient system to the usages of the Hindoos. 
The Family, according to the Hindoo theory, is des- 
potically governed by its head ; but if he dies and the 
Family separates at his death, the proi)erty is equdly 
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divided between the sons. If, howei^er, the Fanrily 
doe» not separate, but allows itself to expand into a 
Joint Family, we have the exact mixture of election 
and doubtful succession which we find in the early 
examples of European primogeniture. The eldest 
son, and alter him his eldest son, is ordinarily the 
manager of the affairs of the Joint Family, but his 
privileges tlieoretically depend on election by the 
brotherhood, and may be set aside by it, and, when 
they are set aside, it is generally in favour of a 
brother of tlic deceased manager, who, on the score 
of greater age, is assumed to be better qualified than 
Ins nephew for administration and business. In 
ancient Irish society the Joint Family, continued 
througli many generations, has grown first into the 
Sept and then into the Clan, contracting a greater 
degree of artificiality in proportion to its enlarge- 
ment, The importance, meanwhile, of the Chief to 
the Tribe has rather increased than diminished, since 
he is no longer merely administrator of its civil 
affairs but its leader in war. The system produced 
from these elements appears to me sufficiently intel- 
ligible. The veneration of the Tribe is not attracted 
by individuals of the Chieftain’s family, but by the 
family itself, as representing the purest blood of the 
entire brotherhood. It chooses its head and leader 
(save on the very rarest occasions) from this family, 
and there are instances of the choice being systematic 
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cally made from' two families in alternation. But the 
necessity of having a military leader in the vigour of 
his physical and mental powers is much too imperious 
to admit of his choice being invariably deferred to 
the death of the ruling Chief, or to allow of the 
election falling universally or even generally on his 
son. ‘It is a custom among all the Irish/ says 
Spenser, ‘ that presently after the death of any of 
their chief lords or captains, they do presently 
assemble themselves to a place generally a})pointed 
and known unto them to choose another in his 
stead, where they do nominate and elect for the most 
part, not the eldest son, nor any of tlie children of 
the lord deceased, but the next to him of blood that is 
eldest and worthiest, as commonly the next brother 
if he have any, or the next cousin, and so forth, as 
any is elder in that kindred or sept; and then, next 
to him, they choose the next of the blood to be 
Tanaist, who shall succeed liim in the said Captaincy 
if he live thereunto. . . . For when their Captain 
dieth, if the Signory should descend to his child, and 
he perhap^s an infant, another might peradventure 
step in between or thrust him out by strong hand 
being then unable to defend his right and to with- 
stand the force of a forreiner ; and therefore they do 
appoint the eldest of the kin to have the Signory, for 
that commonly he is a man of stronger years and 
better experience to maintain the inheritance and to 
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defend the country. . . . And^to this^nd the Taijaist 
is always ready known, if it should happen to the 
Captain suddenly to die, or to be slain in battle, or* to 
be out of the country, to defend and keep it from all 
such dangers.’ (Spenser’s ‘View of the State of 
Ireland.’) 

Primogeniture, therefore, considered as a rule of 
succession to property, appears to me to be a pro- 
duct of tribal leadership in its decay. Some such 
system as that represented by the Irisli Tanistry be- 
longed probably at one time to all the tribal commu- 
nities which overran the Roman Empire, but no 


precise assertion can be made as to the stage in their 
history at which it began to be modified, especially 


since Sohm’s investigations (in his 


‘ Frankische 


Reichs-und Gerichtsverfassung’) have shown us how 


considerably the social organisation of some of these 


communities had been afTected by central or royal 
authority in the interval between the observations 


of Tacitus and the writing of the Salic Law. But 1 


think we may safely conjecture that the transition 
from the older to the newer Primogeniture took place 
everywhere under circumstances nearly the reverse 
of those which kept Tanistry so long alive in Ireland. 
Wherever some degree of internal peace was mmn* 
tained during tolerably long periods of time, wherever 


an approach was made to the formation of societies of 
the distinctive modem type, wherever military and 
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civH institutions began to group themselves round the 
central authority of a king, the value of strategionl 
capacity in the humbler chiefs would diminish, and 
in the smaller brotherhoods the respect for purity of 
blood would have unchecked play. The most natiu'al 
object of this respect is he who most directly derives 
his blood from the last ruler, and thus the eldest sou, 
even though a minor, comes to be preferred in tlie 
succession to his uncle; and, in default of sons, the 
suc'*ession may even devolve on a woman. Then^ 
are not a few indications that the transformation of 
ideas was gradual. The disputes among grt^at High- 
land families about the title to the chieftaincy of 
particular clans appear to date from a period when 
there was still a conflict between the old principle of 
succession and the new; and at a relatively later 
jKTiod, when throughout most of Western Europe 
tribal customs have been replaced by feudal rules, 
there is a visible uncertainty about such of these 
rules as aflfect succession. (Jlanville, writing of Eng- 
lish military tenures in the later part of the reign of 
Henry the Seamd, observes : ‘ When anyone dies, 
leaving a younger son and a grandson, the child of his 
eldest son, great doubt exists as to which of the two 
the law prefers in the succession to the other, whether 
the son or the grandson. Some think the younger son 
has more right to the inheritance than the grandson 
• * « • but others incline to think that the grandson 
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ought to be preferred to his uncle/ (Glanville, 
vii, 7.) This ancient doubt has left traces of itself 
on literature no less than on history, since it mani- 
festly affects the plot of Shakespeare's Hamlet \ 
but the veiy (jucstion of principle arose between 
the descendants of daughters in the controversy 
between lirucc and Baliol. The succession to the 
Crown of Scotland was ultimately settled, as it would 
have been in earlier times, by what amounted to 
national ehiction, but the decision of Edward the First 
in favour* of Baliol was undoubted!}" in accordance with 
principles which were gaining ground everywhere, 
and I quite agree with Mr. Burton (ii. 249) that the 
celebrity of the dispute and the full consideration 
given to it did much to settle the rule which prevailed 
in the end, that the whole of the descendants of an 
elder child must be exhausted before those of the 
younger had a title. When, however, the eldest son 
had once taken the place of his uncle as the heir to 
the humbler chieftaincies, he doubtless also obtained 
that ‘portion of land attached to the Signory or 
Chiefry which Avent Avithout partition to the Tanaist;’ 
and, as each communit>* gradual! settled down into 
comparative peace under royal or central authority, 
this demesne, as it Avas afterwards called, must have 
assumed more and more tlie character of mere pro- 
perty descending according to the rule of primogeni- 
ture, It may be believed that in this Avay a principle - 
of inheritance Avas formed Avhich first of all extended 
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from the demesne to all the estates of the holder of 
the Signory, however acquired, and ultimately deter- 
mined the law of succession for the privileged classes 
throughout feudalised Europe* One vestige of this 
later course of change may i)crhaps be tmeed in the 
noble tenure once widely extended on the Continent, 
and called in French ‘Parage,’ under which the near 
kinsmen of the eldest son still took an interest in the 
family property, but held it of him as his Peers. 
There were, however, other causes tlian those just 
stated which led to the great development of Primo- 
geniture in the early part of the Middle Ages, but for 
an examination of them I may bci allowed to refer to 
the work of mine which I mentioned above. {^An- 
cient Law^^ pp. 232 seq.) -e 

I do not think that the disaffirmation of the 
legality of Tanistry, and the substitution for it of tlie 
rule of Primogeniture, can justly be reckoned Jimong 
the mistakes or crimes of the Ihiglish in Ireland. The 
practice had been perpetuated in the country by its 
disorders, which preserved little groups of kinsmen 
and their petty chiefs in an unnatural vitality; and 
probably Sir John Davis does not speak too harshly 
of it when he charges it with ‘ making all possessions 
uncertain, and bringing confusion, barbarism, and in- 
civility.’ The decision against the Irish Gavelkind 
was far less justifiable. Even if the institution were 
exactly what Davis supposed it to be, there was in- 
justice in suddenly disappointing the expectations of 



m 


IRSLAM) AKD INDIA. 


L8CI. TU. 


the distant kindred who formed the sept of the *1 
holder ; but it is probable that several different modes 
of succession were confounded under the name of 
Gavelkind, and that in many cases a number of 
children were unjustifiably deprived of their inherit- 
ance for the advantage of one. All that can be said 
for the authors of the revolution is that they seem to 
have sincerely believed the mischievousness of the 
institutions they were destroying ; and it is some evi- 
dence of this that, when their descendants a century 
later really wished to inflict an injury on the majority 
of Irishmen, they re-introduced Gavelkind, though 
not in its most ancient shape. They ‘ gavelled ^ the 
lands of Papists and made them descendible to all 
the children alike. There seems to me a melancholy 
resemblance between some of the mistakes which, at 
two wivlely distant ejKKdis, were committed by Eng- 
lishmen, apparently with the very best intentions, 
when tluy were brought into contact with stages in 
the developnieut of institutions earlier than that 
which their own civilisation liad reached. Sir John 
Davis’s language on the subject of the Irish custom 
of Gavelkind might be that of an Anglo-Indian 
lawyer who should \dolently censure the Brahminical 
jurists for not confounding families with joint un- 
divided families. I do not know that any such mis- 
take has been made in India, though undoubtedly 
the dissolution of the Joint Family was in the early 
days of our government unduly cncoumged by our 
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Courts. But t&ere is a closer and moi'e unfortunate 
similarity l^etween some of the English experiments 
in Ireland and those tried in India. Under an Act 
of the twelfth year oi‘ Queen Elizabeth the Lord 
Deputy was emj>owered to take surrenders and regrant 
estates to the Irishry. The Irish lords, says Davis, 

* made surrenders of entire countries, and obtained 
grants of the whole again to themselves only, and 
none other, and all in demesne. In piissing of which 
grants, there was no care taken of the inferior sejits 
of people. . . . So that ii])on every such surrenderor 
grant, there was but one freeholder made in a whole 
country, w^hich was the lord himself ; all the rest were 
but tenants at will, or rather tenants in villcnage.’ 
There are believed to be many Indian joint-fainiliqs 
or septs which, in their later form of village-commu- 
nities, had the whole of their lands similarly conferred 
on a single family out of their nuinb^.T, or on a royal 
taxgatherer outside them, under the earliest Indian 
settlements. The error was not in introducing abso- 
lute owuiership into Ireland or India, but in tlie 
apportionment of the rights of which ]>roperty is made 
up. How, indeed, this apportionment shall be wisely 
and justly made, wdicu the time has fully come for 
putting individual prof>erty in the place of collective 
property by a conscious act of the State, is a pro- 
blem which taxes to the utmost the statesmanship of 
the most advanced era, wdien animated by the highest 
benevolence and informed with the wddest knowledge. 
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It has been reserved for our own generation to wit- 
ness the least unsatisfactory approach which has 
hitherto been made towards the settlement of this 
grave question in the great measures collectively 
known as the enfranchisement of the Russian 
serfs. 

The Irish practice of Tanistry connects itself with 
the rule of Pinmogeniture, and the Irish Gavelkind 
with the rules of succession most widely followed 
amonsr both the Eastern and Western branches of the 
Aryan race ; but there are some passages in the Bre- 
hon tracts which describe an internal division of the 
Irish Family, a classification of its members and a 
corresponding system of succession to property, ex- 
tremely unlike any ai’rangeraent which we, with our 
ideas, can conceive as growing out of blood-relation- 
ship. Possibly, only a few years ago, these passages 
would have been regarded as possessing too little 
interest in proportion to tlieir difficulty for it to be 
worth anybody’s while to bestow much thought upon 
their interpretation. But some reasons may be given 
why we cannot wholly neglect them. 

The distribution of the Irish Family’ into the 
Geilfine, the Deirbhfine, the larfine, and the Ind- 
fine — of which expressions the three last are trans- 
lated the True, the After, and the End Families — 
is obscurely pointed at in several texts of the earlier 
volumes of the translations ; but the Book of Aicill, 
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in <he Third Volume, supplies us for the first time 
with statements concerning it having some aj)- 
proach to precision. The learned Editor of this 
volume, who has carefully examined them, describes 
their effect in the following language : ‘ Within the 
Family, seventeen members were organised in four 
divisions, of which the junior class, known as the 
Geilfine division, consisted of five persons ; the 
Deirbhfine, the second in order ; the larfine, the 
third in order; and the Indfine, the senior of all, 
consisted respectively of four persons. The whole 
organisation consisted, and could only consist, of 
seventeen members. If any person was born into 
the Geilfine division, its eldest member was promoted 
into the Deirbhfine, the eldest member of the Deirbh- 
fine passed into the larfine ; the eldest member of the 
larfine moved into the Indfine ; and the eldest mem- 
ber of the Indfine passed out of the organisation 
altogether. It would appear that this transition from 
a lower to a higher grade took jdace ni>on the intro- 
duction of a new member into the Geilfine division, 
and therefore depended upon the introduction of new 
members, not upon the death of the seniors.’ 

It seems an inference from all the passages bear- 
ing on the subject that any member of the Joint- 
family or Sept might be selected as the starting- 
point^ and might become a root from which sprung 
as many of these groups of seventeen men as he had 
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80118. As Boon as any one of the sons had four children, 
a full Geilfine sub-group of five persons was formed ; 
but any fresh birth of a male child to this son or to 
any of his male descendants had the effect of sending 
up the eldest member of the Geilfine sub-group, pro- 
vided always he were not the person from whom it 
had sprung, into the Deirbhfine. A succession of 
such births comjdeted in time tlie Deirbhfine division, 
and went on to form the larfine and the Indfine, the 
After and the End Families. The essential principle 
of the system seems to me a distribution into fours. 
The fifth person in the Geilfine division I take to be 
the parent from whom the sixteen descendants spring, 
and it will be seen, from the proviso which I inserted 
above, that 1 do not consider his place in the organi- 
sation to have been ever changed. He apjiears to be 
referred to in the tracts as the Geilfine Chief. 

The interest of this distribution of the kinsmen 
consists in this ; whatever else it is, it is not a classi- 
fication of the members of the family founded on 
degrees of consanguinity, as we understand them. 
And, even if we went no farther than this, the fact 
would suggest the general reflection which often oc- 
curs to the student of the history of law, that many 
matters which seem to us altogether simple, natural, 

ft 

and therefore probably universal, are in reality arti- 
ficial and confined to limited spheres of application. 
When one of us opens his Prayer-book and glances 
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at tbe Table of I^rohibited Degrees, or when the law* 
student turns to his Blackstone and examines the 
Table of Descents, he possibly knows that disputes 
have arisen about the rights and duties pro|K*r to 
be adjusted to these scales of relationship, but it 
{>erhaps has never occurred to him that any other 
view of the nature of relationship than that upon 
which they are based could |>ossibly lie entertained. 
Yet here in the I^>ok of Aicill is a conception of 
kinship and of the rights flowing from it altogether 
different from that whicli appears in the Tables of 
Degrees and of Descents. Tlie groups are not formed 
upon the same principles, nor distinguished from one 
another on the same principles. The English Tables 
are based uix)n a classification by degrees, upon 
identity in the number of descents by which a given 
class of persons are removed from a given person. 
But the ancient Irish classification obviously turns 
uj>on nothing of the sort. A Geilfine class may con- 
sist of a father and four sov who arc not in the same 
degree, and the Brehori wi ers even sfieak of its 
consisting of a father, son, grandson, great-grandson, 
and great-^eat-grandson, which is a conceivable case 
of Geilfine relationship, thougli it can scarcely have 
been a common one. Now, each of these relatives is 
in a diflFerent degree from the others. Yet this dis- 
tribution of the family undoubtedly affected the law 
of inheritance, and the Geilfine class, to our eyes so 
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anomalous, might succeed in certain eventualiti^ to 
the property of the other classes, of which the compo- 
sition is in our eyes equally arbitrary. 

This singular family organisation suggests, how- 
ever, a question which, in the present state ol enquiry 
on the subject which occupies us, cannot fairly be 
avoided. I have spoken before of a volume on ‘ Sys- 
tems of Consanguinity and Affinity in the Human 
Family,’ published by the Smithsonian Institute at 
Washington. The author, Mr. Lewis Morgan, is one 
of the comparatively few Americans avho have per- 
ceived that, if only on the score of the plain extant 
evidences of the civilisation which was once enjoyed 
and lost by some branches of their stock, the customs 
and ideas of the lied Indiaiis deserve intellisrent 
study. In prosecuting his researches Mr. Morgan 
was struck with the fact that the conception of Kin- 
ship entertained by tlie Indians, though extremely 
clear and precise, and regarded by them as of much 
i!nportancc, was extremely unlike that which prevails 
among the now civilised races. He then commenced 
a laborious investigation of the whole subject, chiefly 
through communications with correspondents in all 
parts of the world. The result at which he arrived 
was that the ideas on the subject of relationship en- 
tertained by the human family as a whole were extra- 
ordinarily various, but that a generalisation was pos- 
sible, and that these ideas could be referred to one or 
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other of two diStinct systems, which Mr. Morgan calls 
respectively the Descriptive and the Classificatory 
system. The time at our command will only allow 
me to explain his meaning very briefly. The De- 

t 

ecriptive system is that to which we are accustomed. 
It has come to us from the Canon law, or else from 
the Roman law, more particularly as declared in 
the ll&th Novel of Justinian, but it is not at all con- 
fined to societies deeply affected by Civil and Canon 
law. Its essence consists in the {^ivinij of separate 
names to the classes of relatives which are formed by 
the members of the family who arc removed by the 
same number of descents from yourself, the etjo or 
propositus, or from some common ancestor. Thus, 
your uncle stands to you in the third degree, there 
being one degree or step from yourself to your father 
or mother, a second from your father or mother to their 
parents, a third from those parents to their other 
children, among whom are your uncles. And ‘ uncle * 
is a general name for all male relatives standing to 
you in this third degree. The other names employed 
under the Descriptive system are among the words 
in most common use ; yet it is to be noted that the 
system cannot in practice be carried very far. We 
S[>eak of uncle, aunt, nephew, niece, cousin ; but then 
we get to great-uncle, grand-nephew, and so forth, 
and at length lose our way amid complications of 
‘ great ^ and ‘ grand ’ until we cease to distinguish our 
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distant kindred by particular designations. The 
Roman technical law went considerably farther than 
we do with the specific nomenclature of relatives; 
yet there is reason to think thaf the popular dialects 
of Latin were more barren, and no Descriptive sys- 
tem can go on indefinitely with the process. On the 
other hand, the Classificatory system groups the 
relatives in classes, often large ones, which have no 
necessary connection with degrees. Under it a man's 
father and his uncles are grouped together, sometimes 
his uncles on his father's side, sometimes on the 
mother’s side, sometimes on both ; and perhaps they 
' are all indifferently called his fathers. Similarly, a 
man’s brothers and all his male cousins may be classed 
together and called his brothers. The effect of the 
system is in general to bring within your mental 
grasp a much giH?ater number of your kindred than 
is possible under the system to which we are accus- 
tomed. This advantage is gained, it is true, at the 
expense of the power of discriminating between the 
members of the several classes, but still it may be 
very important in certain states of society, since each 
of the classes usually stands under some sort of con- 
joint responsibility. 

I am not now concerned with the explanation of 
the Classificatory system of Kinship. Mr. Morgan 
and the school to which he belongs find it, as I said 
before, in a state of sexual relations, alleged to have 
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on(% prevailed* universally throughout the humtui 
race, and known now to occur in some obscure frag- 
ments of it. The fullest account of the condition of 
society in which these views of relationship are be- 
lieved to have grown up may be rend in Mr. McLen- 
nan’s most ori^nal work on Primitive Marriage. The 
point before us, however, is whether we have a trace 
of the Classificatory system in the Irish division of 
the Family into four small groups, no ojie of which is 
necessarily composed of relatives of the same degree, 
and each of which has distinct rights of its own, and 
stands under definite responsibilities. Undoubteilly, 
the Descriptive system w'as that which the ancient 
Irish generally followed ; but still it would be an in- 
teresting, and, in the opinion of pre-historic writers, 
an important fact, if a distribution of the Family only 
intelligible as a relic of the Classificatory system 
remained as a ‘survival’ among the institutions re- 
flected by the llrehon Laws. My own opinion, which 
I will state at once, is that the resemblance between the 
Irish classification of kindred and the modes of classi- 
fication described by Mr. Morgan is only superficial 
and accidental. The last explanation Mr. Morgan 
would admit of the remarkable ideas concerning kin- 
ship which form the subject of his book would be 
that they are connected with the Patria Potestas, that 
famous institution which held together what he and 
his school consider to be a relath’ely modem form of 
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the Family. I think, however, I can assign some^ at 
least plausible reasons for believing that this perplex- 
ing four-fold division of the Celtic Family is neither 
a mere survival from immemorial barbarism nor, as 
most persons who have noticed it have supposed, a 
purely arbitrary arrangement, but a monument of that 
Power of the Father which is the first and greatest 
land-mark in the course of legal history. 

Let me repeat that the Irish Family is assumed to 
consist of three groups of four persons and one group 
of five persons. I have already stated that I consider 
the fifth j)er8on in the group of five to be tlie parent 
from whom all the otlier members of the four divisions 
spring, or with whom they are connected by ado})tive 
descent. Thus, the whole of the natural or adoptive 
descendants are distributed into four groups of four 
persons each, their rank in the Family being in the 
inverse order of their seniority. The Geilfine group 
is several times stated by the Brehon lawyers to be 
at once the highest and the youngest. 

Now, Mr. Whitley Stokes has conveyed to me his 
opinion that ‘ Geilfine ' means ‘ hand-family.’ As I 
have reason to believe that a different version of the 
term has been adopted by eminent authority, I will 
give the reasons for Mr. Stokes’s view. ‘ Gil ’ means 
‘hand’ — this was also the rendering of O’Curry — and 
it is, in fact, the Greek word several Aryan 

languages the term signifying ‘ hand ’ is an expressive 
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equivalent for ‘Power, and sj>ecially for Family or 
Patriarchal Power. Thus, in Greek we have vnox^ipio^ 
and person under the hand. In Latin 

we have herus ‘ master,’ from an old word, cognate 
to x^^Py have also one of the cardinal terms of 

ancient Roman Family Law, manmy or hand, in tlie 
sense of Patriarchal authority. In Roman legal phra- 
seology, the wife who has become in law her htisband’s 
daughter by marriage is in niana. The son discharged 
from Paternal Power is enuincipateih The free person 
who has undergone manumission is in ntancipio. In the 
Celtic languages we have, with other words, ‘Gilla,’ 
a servant, a word familiar to sportsmen and travellers 
in the Highlands and to rctiders of Scott in its 
Anglicised shaj>e, ‘dillie.’ 

My suggestion, then, is that the key to the Irish 
distribution of the Family, as to so many other things 
in ancient law, must be sought hi the Patria Potestas. 
It seems to me to be founded on the order of eman- 
cipation from Paternal authority. The Geilfine, the 
Hand-family, consists of the parent and the four 
natural or adoptive sons immediately under his 
power. the other groups consist of emancipated 
descendants, diminishing in dignity in pro|>ortion to 
their distance from the group which, according ibo 
archaic notions, constitutes the true or representative 
family. 

The remains which we jiosscss of the oldest Ro- 
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man law point to a range of ideas very similar to that 
which appears to have produced the Irish institution. 
The Family under Patria Potestas was, with the Pater- 
Familias, the true Roman Family. The children who 
were emancipated from Paternal Power may have 
gained a practical advantage, but they undoubtedly 
lost in theoretical dignity. They underwent that 
loss of status which in ancient legal phraseology was 
called a capitis deminutio. We know too that, according 
to primitive Roman law, they lost all rights of in- 
heritance, and these were only gradually restored to 
them by a relatively modern institution, the Equity of 
the Roman Pnetor. Nevertheless there are hints on 
all sides thal , as a geneml lule, sons as they advanced 
in years were enfranchished from Paternal Power, and 
no doubt this practice supplies a partial explanation 
of the durability of the Patria Potestas as a Roman 
institution. The statements, therefore, which we 
find concerning the Celtic Family would not be very 
untrue of the Roman. The youngest children were 
first in dignity. 

Of course I am not contending for an exact re- 
semblance between the ancient Roman and ancient 
Celtic Family. We have no trace of any systematised 
dischai^e of the sons from the Roman Patria Potes- 
tas ; their enfranchisement seems always to have been 
dependent on the will of the Pater-Familias. The 
divisions of the Celtic Family seem, on the other 
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hnhd, to have Wen determined by a selfacting prin- 
ciple. An even more remarkable distinction is sug- 
gested by passages in the liook of Aicill which seem 
to show that the parent, who retained his place in the 
Geilfine group, might himself have a father alive. 
The peculiarity, which has no analogy in ancient 
Roman law, may possibly have its explanation in 
usages which many allusions in the Brehon law show 
to have been followed by the Celts, as they M^ere by 
several other ancient societies. The older memWs 
of the Family or Joint Family seem in advanced age 
to have become pensioners on it, and, like Laertes 
in the Odyssee, to have vacated their privileges of 
ownership or of authority. On such points, however, 
it is safest to suspend the judgment till the Brehon 
law has been more thoroughly and critically ex- 
amined. 

At the date at which the IJook of Aicill was put 
together the Irish division of the Family seems only 
to have had importance in the law of succession after 
death. This, however, is the rule in all societies. 
When the ancient constitution of the Family has 
ceased to affect anything else, it affects inheritance. 
All laws of inheritance are, in fact, made up of the 
debris of the various foims which the Family has as- 
sumed. Our system of succession to personalty, and 
the whole French law of inheritance, arc derived 
from Roman law, which in its latest condition is a 
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mixture of rules having their origin in successive 
ascertainable stages of the Roman Family, and is a 
sort of compromise between them. 

The authors of the Brehon Law Tracts frequently 
compare the Gcilfine division of the Family to the 
human hand, but with them the comparison lias at 
first sight the air of being purely fanciful. The Geil- 
fine group has five members, and the hand has five 
fingers. Dr. Sullivan — who, however, conceives the 
Geilfinc in a way materially different from the 
authorities whom I follow — tells us that ‘ as they 
represented the roots of the spreading branches of 
the Family, they were called the mic mem na Fine^ 
or the Mive fingers of the Fme,^ If the explanation 
of ‘ Geilfine ’ which I have partly taken from Mr. 
Whitley Stokes be correct, we must suppose that, at 
the time at which the Brehon tracts were thrown 
into their present form, the Patria Potestas of the 
ancient Irish, though frequently referred to in the 
tracts as the father’s power of ‘judgment, proof, and 
witness’ over his sons, had nevertheless consider- 
ably decayed, as it is apt to do in all societies under 
unfavourable circumstances, and that with fhis decay 
the association of the Gcilfine group with ‘hand’ 
in the sense of Paternal Power had also become 
faint. There is, however, a real connection of an- 
other kind between the Geilfine group and the five 
fingers of the hand. If you ask why in a large 
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niftnber of ancient societies Five is the representative 
number, no answer can be given except that there 
are five fingers on the human hand. I commend to 
your attention on this point Mr. Tylor’s most in- 
structive chapter on the infancy of the Art of 
Counting, in the first volume of his ‘ Primitive Cul- 
ture.’ ‘Finger-counting,’ he observes, ‘is not only 
found among savages and uneducated men, carrying 
on a part of their mental ojx^rations where language 
is only partly able to follow it, but it also retains a 
place and an undoubted use among the most cultured 
nations as a preparation and means of acquiring 
higher arithmetical methods’ (1. 246.) Five is 
thus a primitive natunil maximum number. You 
will recollect that the early English Township was 
represented by the lieeve and the four men. The 
Council of an Indian Village Community most com- 
monly consists of five persons, and throughout the 
East the normal number of a Jury or Hoard of 
arbitrators is always five — the \mnclimiet familiar to 
all w^ho have the smallest knowledge of India, The 
Geilfine, the representative group of the Irish Family, 
consisting of the Parent and tlie fojir descendants still 
retained under his Patria Potestas, falls in with this 
widely extended conception of representation. 

The Patria Potestas seentis to me the most 
probable source of a well-known English custom 
which has occasioned no little surprise to students 
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of our law. ‘ Borough English,’ unfler which the 
youngest son and not the eldest succeeds to the 
burgage-tenements of his father, has from time im- 
memorial being recognised as a widely diffused 
usage of which it is the duty of our Courts to take 
judicial notice, and many writers on our real property ' 
laws, from Littleton downwards, have attempted to 
account for it. Littleton thought he saw its origin 
in the tender age of the youngest son, who was not 
so well able to help himself as the rest of the 
brethren. Other authors, as Blackstone tells us, 
explained it by a supposed right of the Seigneur or 
lord, now very generally regarded as apocryphal, 
which raised a presumption of the eldest son’s ille- 
gitimacy. Blackstone himself goes as far a-field as 
North-Eastern Asia for an explanation. He quotes 
from Duhalde the statement that the custom of 
descent to the youngest son prevails among the Tar- 
tars. ‘ That nation,’ he says, ‘ is composed totally 
of shepherds and herdsmen; and the elder sons, as 
soon as they are capable of leading a pastoral life, 
migrate from their father with a certain allotment 
of cattle, and go to seek a new habitation. The 
youngest son, therefore, who continues longest with 
the father, is naturally the heir of his house, the rest 
being already provided for. And thus we find that, 
among mmiy other Northern nations, it was the 
custom for all the sons but one to migrate from the 
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father, which ohe now became his heir.* The expla- 
nation was really the best which could be given in 
Blackstone’s day, but it was not necessary to go for 
it so {at from home. It is a remarkable circumstance 
that an institution closely resembling Borough Eng- 
lish is found in the Laws of Wales, giving the rule of 
descent for all cultivating villeins. ^Cura fratres 
inter se dividant haereditatcm,’ says a rule of that 
portion of the Welsh Law which has survived in 
Latin ; ‘junior debct habere tygdyn, i.e. o^dificia 
patris sui, et octo acras de terra, si habuerint* (L. 
Wall., vol. ii. p. 780). And, when the youngest son 
has had the paternal dwelling-house, eight acres of 
land and certain tools and utensils, the other sons are 
to divide what remains. It appears to me that the 
institution is founded on the same ideas as those 
which gave a preference to the Geilfine division of 
the Celtic family. The home-staying, unemancipated 
son, still retained under Patria Potcstas, is preferred 
to the others. If this be so, there is no room for the 
surprise which the custom of Borough English has 
excited, and which arises from contrasting it with the 
rule of Primogeniture. But the two institutions 
have a different origin. Primogeniture is not a 
natural outgrowth of the family. It is a political 
not a tribal institution, and comes to us not from 
the clansmen but from the Chief. But the rule of 
Borough English, like the privileges of the Geilfine, 
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IS closely connected with the ancient conceptioi\ of 
the Family as linked together by Patria Potestas* 
Those who are most emphatically part of the Family 
when it* is dissolved by the death of its head are 
preferred in the inheritance according to ideas which 
appear to have been once common to the primitive 
Romans, to tlie Irish and Welsh Celts, and to the 
original observers, whoever they were, of the English 
custom. 
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LECTURE VIII. 

THE GROWTH AND DIFFUSION OF PRIMITIVE IDEAS. 

Mr. Ttlor has justly observed that the true lesson 
of the new science of Comparative Mythology is the 
barrenness in primitive times of the faculty which we 
most associate with mental fertility, the Imagination. 
Comparative Jurisprudence, as might be expected 
from the natural stability of law and custom, yet 
more strongly suggests the same inference, and points 
to the fewness of ideas and the slowness of additions 
to the mental stock as among the most general cha- 
racteristics of mankind in its infancy. 

The fact that the generation of new ideas does not 
proceed in all states of society as rapidly as in that 
to which we belong, is only not familiar to us through 
our inveterate habit of confining our observation of 
human nature to a small portion of its phenomena. 
When we undertake to examine it, we are very apt 
to look exclusively at a part of Western Europe and 
perhaps of the American Continent. We constantly 
leave aside India, China, and the whole Mahometan 
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East. This liraitation of our field oi vision is per- 
fectly justifiable when we are occupied with the 
investigation of the laws of Progress. Progress is, in 
fact, the same thing as the continued production of 
new ideas, and we can only discover the law of this 
production by examining sequences of ideas where 
they are fi’equent and of considerable length. But 
the primitive condition of the progressive societies is 
best ascertained from the observable condition of 
those which are non-progressive ; and thus we leave 
a serious gap in our knowledge when we put aside 
the mental state of the millions upon millions of men 
who fill what we vaguely call the East as a pheno- 
menon of little interest and of no instructiveness. 
The fact is not unknown to most of us that, among 
these multitudes. Literature, Religion, and Art — or 
what corresponds to them — move always within a 
distinctly drawn circle of unchanging notions; but 
the fact that this condition of thought is rather the 
infancy of the human mind prolonged than a diflerent 
maturity from that most familiar to us, is very 
seldom brought home to us with a clearness rendering 
it fruitful of instruction. 

I do not, indeed, deny that the diflference between 
the East and the West, in respect of the different 
speed at which new ideas are produced, is only a 
difference of degree. There were new ideas produced 
in India even during the disastrous period just before 
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the English entered it, and in the earlier ages this 
production must have been rapid. There must have 
been a series of ages during which the progress of 
China was very steadily maintained, and doubtless 
our assumption of tlui absolute immobility of the 
Chinese and other societies is in part the expression 
of our ignorance. Conversely, I question whether 
new ideas come into being in the West as rapidly 
as modern literature and conversation sometimes 
suggest. It cannot, indeed, be doubted that causes, 
unknown to tlie ancient world, lead among us to the 
multiplication of ideas. Among them are the never- 
ceasing discovery of new facts of nature, inventions 
changing the circumstances and material conditions 
of life, and new rules of social conduct ; the chief of 
this last class, and certainly the most powca’ful in the 
domain of law pro])er, I take to Ixt the famous maxim 
that all institutions should l)c adapted to produce the 
greatest happiness of the greatest number. Never- 
theless, there are not a few signs that even conscious 
efforts to increase the number of ideas have a very 
limited success. Look at Poetry and Fiction. From 
time to time one mind endowed with the assemblage 
of qualities called genius makes a great and sudden 
addition to the combinations of thought, word, and 
sound which it is the province of those arts to pro- 
duce ; yet as suddenly, after one or a few such efforts, 
the productive activity of both branches of invention 
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cesses, and they settle down into imi^ativeness for 
perhaps a century at a time. An humbler example 
may be sought in rules of social habit. We speak of 
the caprices of Fashion; yet, on examin’ng them 
historically, we find them singularly limited, so much 
BO, that we are sometimes tempted to regard Fashion 
as passing through cycles of form ever repeating 
themselves. There are, in fact, more natural limita- 
tions on the fertility of intellect than we always admit 
to ourselves, and these, reflected in bodies of men, 
translate themselves into that weariness of novelty 
which seems at intervals to overtake whole Western 
societies, including minds of every degree of informa- 
tion and cultivation. 

My present object is to point out some of the 
results of mental sterility at a time when society is in 
the stage w'hich we have been considering. Then, 
the relations between man and man were summed up 
in kinship. The fundamental assumption was that 
all men, not united with you by blood, were your 
enemies or your slaves. Gradually the assumption 
became untrue in fact, and men, who were not blood 
relatives, became I'elatcd to one another on terms of 
peace and mutual tolerance or mutual advantage. 
Yet no new ideas came into being exactly harmonis- 
ing with the new relation, nor was any new phrase- 
ology invented to express it. The new member of 
eadi group was spoken of as akin to it, was treated as 
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Ain to it, was thought of as akin to it. So little 
were ideas changed that, as we shall see, the very 
affections and emotions which the natural bond evoked 
were called forth in extraordinary strength by the arti- 
ficial tie. The clear apprehension of these facts throws 
light on several historical problems, and among them 
on some of Irish histor)'. Y et they ought not greatly 
to surprise us, since, in a modified form, they make 
part of our everyday experience. Almost everybody 
can observe that, when new circumstances arise, we 
use our old ideas to bring them home to us ; it is 
only afterwards, and sometimes long afterwards, that 
oiir ideas are found to have changed. An English 
Court of Justice is in great part an engine for working 
out this process. New combinations of circumstance 
are constantly arising, but in the first instance they 
are exclusively interpreted according to old legal 
ideas. A little later lawyers admit that the old ideas 
are not quite what they were before the new circum- 
stances arose. 

The slow generation of ideas in ancient times may 
first be adduced as necessary to the explanation of 
that great family of Fictions which meet us on the 
threshold of history and historical jurisprudence. 
Specimens of these fictions may be collected on all 
sides from bodies of archaic custom or rudimentary 
ByataaoB of law, but those most to our present purpose 
sre fictitious assumptions of blood-relationship. Else- 



230 


FICTIONS OP CONSANGUINITY. 


LBcr. vm» 


where I have pointed out the strange conflict between 
belief or theory and what seems to us notorious fact, 
which is observable in earlv Roman and Hellenic 
society. ‘ It may be aflinncd of early comraonwealUis 
that their citizens considered all the groups in which 
they claimed membership to be founded on common 
lineage. What was obviously true of the Family was 
believed to be true first of the House, next of the 
Tribe, lastly of the State. And yet we find that, 
along with this belief, each community preserved 
records or traditions which distinctly showed that 
the fundamental assumption Avas false. ^Miether we 
look to the (Ireek States, or to Rome, or to the 
Teutonic aristocracies in Ditmarsh Avhich furnished 
Niebuhr with so many valuable illustrations, or to 
the Celtic clan associations, or to that strange social 
organisation of the Sclavonic Russians and Poles 
which has only lately attracted notice, everyAvhere 
we discover traces of passages in their history Avhen 
men of alien descent Avere admitted to, and amalga- 
mated with, the original brotherhood. Adverting to 
Rome singly, we perceive that the primary group, 
the Family, Avas being constantly adulterated by the 
practice of adoption, while stories seem to have been 
always current respecting the exotic extraction of one 
of the original Tribes, and concerning a large addition 
to the Houses made by one of the early Kings. The 
composition of the State uniformly assumed to be 
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natural was nevertheless known to be in great mea- 
sure artificial.' (Aneimt Law^ pp. 129, 130.) The 
key to these singular phenomena has been recently 
sought in the ancient religions, and has been supposed 
to be found in the alleged universal practice of wor- 
shipping dead ancestors. Very striking illustrations of 
them are, however, supplied by the law and usage of 
Ireland after it had been Christianised for centuries, 
and long after anj" l^ponymous progenitor can be 
conceived as worshipped. The Family, House, and 
Tribe of the Romans — and, so far as my knowledge 
extends, all the analogous divisions of Gn^ek commu- 
nities — were distinguished by separate special names. 
But in the Brehon Law, the same word, Fine (or 
‘ family '), is used for the Family as we ordinarily un- 
derstand it — that is, for the children of a living parent 
and their descendants — for the 8ej)t or, in phrase of 
Indian law, the Joint Undivided Family, that is, the 
combined descendants of an ancestor long since dead — 
for the Tribe, which was the political unit of ancient 
Ireland, and even for the large Tribes in which the 
smaller units were sometimes absorbed. Nevertheless 
the Irish Family undoubtedly received additions 
through Adoption, The Sept, or larger group of 
kindred, had a definite place for strangers admitted 
to it on stated conditions, the Fine Taccair. The 
Tribe avowedly included a number of persons, mostly 
refugees from other Tribes, whose only connection 
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with it was common allegiance to its Chief. Moreover 
the Tribe in its largest extension and comddered a 
political as well as a social unit might have been 
absorbed with others in a Great or Arch Tribs, and 
here the sole source of the kinship still theoretically 
maintained is Conquest. Yet all these groups were 
in some sense or other Families. 

Kor does the artificiality solely consist in the ex- 
tension of the sphere of kinship to classes known to 
have been originally alien to the true brotherhood. 
An even more interesting example of it presents itself 
when the ideas of kinship and the phraseology proper 
to consanguinity are extended to associations which 
we should now contemplate as exclusively founded on 
contract, such as partnerships and guilds. There are 
no more interesting pages in Dr. Sullivan’s Introduc- 
tion (pp. ccvi et seq.) than those in which he discusses 
the tribal origin of Guilds. He claims for the word 
itself a Celtic etymology, and he traces the institu- 
tion to the grazing partnerships common among the 
ancient Irish. However this may be, it is most 
instructive to find the same words used to describe 
bodies of co-partners, formed by contract, and bodies 
of co-heirs or co-parceners formed by common descent. 
Each assemblage of men seems to have been conceived 
as a Family. As regards Guilds, I certainly think, as 
I thought three years ago, that they have been mudi 
too confidently attributed to a relatively modem 
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oiigin ; and tUkt many of them, and much which is 
common to all of them, may be suspected to have 
grown out of the primitive brotherhoods of co- villagers 
and kinsmen. The trading guilds which survive in 
our own country have undergone every sort of trans- 
mutation which can disguise their parentage. They 
are artificial to begin with, though the hereditary 
principle has a certain tendency to assert itself. They 
have long since relinquished the occupations which 
gave them a name. They mostly trace their privi- 
leges and constitution to some royal charter ; and 
kingly grants, real or fictitious, are the great cause 
of interruption in English History'. Yet anybody 
who, with a knowledge of primitive law and history, 
examines the internal mechanism and proceedings of 
a London Company will see in many parts of them 
plain traces of the ancient brotherliood of kinsmen, 
‘ joint in food, worship, and estate ; ’ and I suppose 
that the nearest approach to an ancient tribal holding 
in Ireland is to be found in those confiscated lands 
which are now the property of several of these 
Companies. 

The early history of Contract, I need scarcely tell 
you, is almost exclusively to be sought in the history 
of Roman law. Some years ago I pointed to the 
entanglement which primitive Roman institutions 
disclose between the conveyance of property and 
the contract of sale. Let me now observe that 
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one or two others of the great Roman contracts 
appear to me, when closely examined, to afford evi- 
dence of their having been gradually evolved throng 
changes in the mechanism of primitive society. Y ou 
have seen how brotherhoods of kinsmen transform 
themselves into alliances between persons whom we 
can only call partners, but still at first sight the 
link is missing which would enable us to say that 
here we have the beginning of the contract of part- 
nership. Look, however, at the peculiar contract 
called by the Romans ‘‘societas omnium (or universo- 
rum) honoruin.’ It is commonly translated ‘ partner- 
ship with unlimited liability,’ and there is no doubt 
that the elder form of partnership has had great 
effect on the newer form. But you will find that, in 
the societas omnium honorum, not only were all the 
liabilities of the partnership the liabilities of the se- 
veral partners, but the whole of the property of each 
partner was brought into the common stock and was 
enjoyed as a common fund. No such arrangement 
as this is known in the modern world as the result of 
ordinary agreement, though in some countries it may 
be the effect of marriage. It appears to me that we 
are carried back to the joint brotherhoods of primitive 
society, and that their development must have given 
rise to the contract before us. Let us turn again to 
the contract of Mandatum or Agency. The only' 
complete representation of one man by another which 
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the Roman law allowed was the representation of the 
Paterfamilias by the son or slave under his power. 
The representation of the Principal by the Agent is 
much more incomplete, and it seems to me probable 
that we have in it a shadow of that thorough co- 
alescence between two individuals which was only 
possible anciently when they belonged to the same 
family. 

The institutions which I have taken as my 
examples are institutions of indigenous growth, deve- 
loped probably more or less within all ancient societies 
by the expansion of the notion of kinship. Put it 
sometimes happens that a wholly foreign institution 
is introduced from without info a society based upon 
assumed consanguinity, and then it is most instruc- 

a 

tive to observe how closely, in Buch a case, material 
which antecedently we should think likely to oppose 
the most stubborn resistance tc the infiltration of 
tribal ideas assimilates itself nevertheless to the model 
of a Family or Tribe. You may be aware that the 
ancient Irish Church has long been a puzzle to eccle- 
siastical historians. There are difficulties suggested 
by it on which I do not pretend to throw any new 
light, nor, indeed, could they conveniently be con- 
sidered here. Among perplexities of this class are 
the extraordinary multiplication of bishops and their 
dependence, apparently an almost servile dependence, . 
the religious houses to which they were attached^ 
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But the relation of the various ecclesiastical bodies to 
one another was undoubtedly of the nature of tribal 
relation. The Brehon law seems to me fully to con- 
firm the account of the matter given, from the purely 
ecclesiastical literature, by Dr. Todd, in the Intro- 
duction to his Life of St. Patrick. One of the great 
Irish or Scotic Missionaries, who afterwards nearly 
invariably reappears as a Saint, obtains a grant of 
lands from some chieftain or tribe in Ireland or Celtic 
Britain, and founds a monastery there, or it may be 
that the founder of the religious house is already 
himself the chieftain of a tribe. The House becomes 
the parent of others, which again may in their turn 
throw out minor religions establishments, at once 
monastic and missionary. The words signifying 
* family ’ or ‘ tribe ’ and ‘ kinship ’ are applied to all 
the religious bodies created by this process. Each 
monastic house, with its monks and bishops, consti- 
tutes a ‘ family ’ or ‘ tribe ; ’ and its secular or servile 
dependants appear to be sometimes included under 
the name. The same appellation is given to the col- 
lective assemblage of religious houses formed by the 
parent monastery and the various churches or mon- 
astic bodies sprung from it. These make up together 
the ‘tribe of the saint,’ but this last expression is 
not exclusively employed with this particular mean- 
•ing. The abbot of the parent house and all the 
abbots of the minor houses are the ‘ comharbas ’ or 
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GO>h«irs of the iaint, and in yet another sense the 
t family ’ or ‘tribe’ of the saint means his actual 
tribesmen or blood-relatives. Iona, or Hy, was, as 
you know, the famous religious house founded by St. 
Columba near the coast of the newer Scotia. ‘ The 
Abbot of Hy,’ says Dr. Todd, ‘or Co-arb of Columba, 
was the common head of Durrow, Kells, Swords, 
Drumcliff, and other houses in Ireland founded by 
Columba, as well as of the parent monastery of Hy, 
and the “ family of Colum-kille’” was composed of 
the congregations or inmates and dependants of all 
those monasteries. The families, therefore, of such 
monasteries as Clonmacnois or Durrow might muster 
a very respectable body of fighting men.’ Let me 
add, that there is very good evidence that these 
‘ fiimilies of the saints ’ were occasionally engaged in 
sanguinary little Avars. But, ‘in general’ (I now 
quote again from Dr. Todd), ‘the “family” meant 
only the monks or religious of the house.’ 

It will be obvious to you that this application of 
the same name to all these complicated sets of rela- 
tions is every now and then extremely perplexing, 
but the key to the difficulty is the conception of the 
kindred branching off in successive generations from 
the common stock, planting themselves occasionally 
at a dbtance, but never altogether breaking the bond 
which connected them with their original family and 
diief. Nothing, let me observe, can be more curious 
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ttinn the way in which, throughout these artificial 
structures, the original natural principle upon which 
they were modelled struggles to assert itself at the 
expense of the imitative system. ' In all the more 
modern guilds, membership always tended to become 
hereditary, and here we have the Brehon law striving 
to secure a preference, in elections tp the Abbacy, to 
the actual blood-relatives of the sainted founder. 
The ecclesiastical rule, we know, required election by 
the monks, but the Corus Bescna declares that, on 
a vacancy, the ‘ family of the saint ’ (which here 
means the founder’s sept), if there be a qualified 
monk among them, ought to be preferred in elections 
to the Abbacy — ‘ though there be but a psalm-singer 
of them, if he be fit, he shall have it.’ And it pro- 
ceeds to say that, if no relative or tribesman of the 
saint be qualified, the Abbacy shall go to some mem- 
ber of the tribe which originally granted the land. 

A veiy modern example of this plasticity of the 
notion of kinship has recently been brought to my 
notice. The co-villagers of an Indian village call 
themselves brothers, although, as I have frequently 
observed, the composition of the community is often 
artificial and its origin very miscellaneous. The 
appellatibn, at the same time, is distinctly more than 
a mere word. Now, some of the Christian mission- 
aries have recently tried an experiment which pro- 
mises to have much success, and have planted in vil- 
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-lageB converts collected from all sorts of different 
regions Yet these persons, as I am informed, fail 
into a “ brotherhood ’ quite as easily and talk the 
language and assume the habits appropriate to it 
quite as naturally as if they and their forefathers had 
been members from time immemorial of this pecu- 
liarly Indian association, the village-community. 

There is, however, another set of phenomena 
which belong to the same class, but which seem to 
me to have been much misunderstood. When men, 
under the influence of the cast of thought we ai*e dis- 
cussing, are placed in circumstances which naturally 
breed affection and sympathy, or when they are placed 
in a relation which they are taught to consider espe- 
cially sacred, not only their words and ideas but their 
feelings, emotions, and prejudices mould themselves 
on the pattern of those which naturally result from 
consanguinity. We have, I believe, a striking ex- 

V,. 

ample of the process in the history of the Christian 
Church. You know, I dare say, that Spiritual Rela- 
tionship, or the tie between a sponsor and a baptized 
person, or between sponsors, or even between the 
sponsors and the family of the baptized, became by 
degrees the source of a great number of prohibitions 
against intermarriage, which stood on the same level 
with those based on affinity, and almost with those 
founded on consanguinity. The earliest evidence we 
ive that this order of ideas was stirring the Chris- 
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tian community is, I believe, a Consatution of Jus- 
tinian in the Code (v. 4. 26), which forbids the 
marriage of the sponsor with the baptized ; but the 
prohibitions were rapidly extended by the various 
authorities which contributed to the Canon law, and 
were finally regulated and somewhat narrowed by 
the Council of Trent. Nowadays, I am told that 
they merely survive formally in the Roman Catholic 
Church, and that dispensations relaxing them are 
obtainable as of course. The explanation of the 
system by technical theolo^ans is that it is based on 
the wish to give a peculiar sacredness to the bond 
created by sponsorship, and this I believe to be a true 
account of its origin. But I do not believe that 
Spiritual Relationship, a structure based on contract, 
would in every stage of thought have assimilated 
itself to natural relationship. The system developed 
itself just when Christianity was being difiiised among 
races whose social organisation was founded on kin- 
ship, and I cannot but think that their ideas reacted 
on the Church. With such races a very sacred tie 
was necessarily of the nature of a family tie, and 
carried with it the same associations and the same 
order of feeling. I do not, therefore, consider that 
such terms as Gossipred, Godfather, Godson — ^to which 
there are counterparts in several languages — ^were 
created by the theory of Spiritual Relationship, but 
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rather that they mark the process by which that 
theory was formed. 

It seems to me accordingly in the highest degree 
natural that Spiritual Relationship, when introduced 
into a tribal society like that of the ancient Irish, 
should closely assimilate itself to blood-relationship. 
We know in fact that it did so, and that the strin- 
gency of the relation and the warmth of the affections 
which it produced moved the scorn, the wrath, and 
the astonishment of several generations of English 
observers, deriving their ideas from a social order now 
become very unlike that of Ireland. But by the side 
of Gossipred, or Spiritual Relationship, there stood 
another much more primitive institution, which was 
extraordinarily developed among the ancient Irish, 
though not at all peculiar to them. This was Foster- 
age, the giving and taking of children for nurtm’e. 
Of the reasons why this, practice, now known to 
have been widely diffused among Aryan communi- 
ties, should have had an exceptional importance and 
popularity in Ireland, we can say little more than 
that they.probably belong to the accidents of Irish 
history and of Irish social life. But of the fact there 
is no doubt. An entire sub-tract in the Senchus Mor 
is devoted to the Law of Fosterage, and sets out with 
the greatest minuteness the rights and duties attach- 
ing to all parties when the children of another family 
were received for nurture and education. It is 
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classed, with Gossipred, as one of the anomalies or 
curses of Ireland by all her English critics, jfrom 
Giraldus Cambrensis in the twelfth century to 
Spenser in the sijcteenth. It seemed to them mon- 
strous that the same mother's milk should produce 
in Ireland the same close affections as did common pa- 
ternity in their own country. The true explanation 
was one which is only now dawning on us. It was, 
that Fosterage was an institution which, though arti- 
ficial in its commencements, was natural in its opera- 
tions; and that the relation of foster-parent and 
foster-child tended, in that stage of feeling, to become 
indistinguishable from the relation of father and son. 

The form of Fosterage which has most interest 
for the modern enquirer is called by the Translators 
of the Brehou tracts Literary Fosterage. It was an 
institution nearly connected with the existence of the 
Brehon Law Schools, and it consists of the various 
relations established between the Brehon teacher and 
the pupils he received into his house for instruction 
in the Brelion lore. However it may surprise us 
tliat the connection between Schoolmaster and Pupil 
was regarded as peculiarly sacred by the ancient Irish, 
and as closely resembling natural fatherhood, the Bre- 
hoii tracts leave no room for doubt on the point. It is 
expressly laid down that it created the same Patria 
Potestas as actual paternity; and the literary foster- 
father, though he teaches gratuitously, has a claim 
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tltfough life upon pcn'tions of the property of the 
literary foster-son. Thus the Brehon with his pupils 
constituted not a school in our sense but. a true 
family. While the ordinary foster-father was bound 
by the law to give education of some kind to his 
foster-children — to the sons of cliiefs instructions 
in riding, shooting wth the bow, swimming, and 
chess-playing, and instruction to their daughters in 
sewing, cutting out, and embroidery — the Brehon 
trained his foster-sons in learning of the highest dig- 
nity, the lore of the chief literary profession. He took 
payment, but it was the law which settled it for him. 
It was part of his status, and not the result of a 
bargain. 

There are some faint traces of Fosterage in the 
Hindoo law, but substantially it has dropped out of 
the system. The vestiges of Literary Fosterage are, 
however, tolerably abundant and very plain. Accord- 
ing to the general custom of India, the Brahmin 
teacher of Brahmin pupils receives no payment for his 
services, but the Hindoo law repeatedly reserves to 
him a remote succession to their property. In each 
of four Brahminical law- tracts of great authority, the 
Vyavahara Mayukha, the Daya-Bhaga, the Mitak- 
sliara, and the Daya-Krama-Sangraha, the same 
ancient text is quoted (sometimes but not always 
attributed to Manu), which is to the effect that ‘ If 
there be no male issue the nearest kinsman inherits; 

li 'J 



244 


ORIGIN OP CASTE. 


LBcr. Tni. 


or in default of kindred, the preceptor, or failing h3n 
the disciple.’ One commentator explains that the 
preceptor is the instructor in the Vedas, and another 
describes him as the person who affords religious 
instruction to his pupil after investing him with 
the Brahminical thread. These writers add that if 
neither teacher nor pupil have survived the deceased 
his fellow-student will succeed. Modern cases turn- 
ing on these peculiar rules of succession may be 
found in the Anglo-Indian Law Keports. 

We are thus brought face to face with a problem 
which possesses interest in proportion to its difficulty 
— the problem of the origin of Castes. I cannot 
profess to do more than approach it, but the oppor- 
tunity of throwing even the least light on a subject 
so dark ought not to be neglected. First let me say 
that, among the comparatively few English writers 
who have noticed the Brehon lawyers, some have 
loosely described them as a caste. But this is an im- 
proper use of the word, though it is one not uncom- 
mon in India. As regards the position of the Brehons 
in very early times, tlie evidence of the Irish re- 
cords is consistent with the testimony of Caesar as 
to the literary class of the Gallic Celts, and seems 
to show that anyone who went through a particular 
trailiing might become a Brehon. When, however, 
Ireland began to be examined by English observers, 
it is plain that the art and knowledge of the Brehon 



MCr. vm. TRADES CALLED CASTES. 2415 

had become Aereditary in certain families who were 
attached to or dependent on the Chiefs of particular 
tribes. There is nothing remarkable in this change, 
which has obviously occurred with a vast number of 
trades and })rofessions in India, now jx^pularly called 
castes. In societies of an archaic ty]>e, a particular 
craft or kind of knowledge becomes in time an heredi- 
tary profession of families, almost as a matter of course. 
The difficulty with a native of India, unsophisticated 
by English ideas, is not to iind a reason why a son 
should succeed to the learning of his father, and 
consequently to his office and duties; his difficulty 
would rather be to explain to himself why it should 
not be so, and how the public interests could be con- 
sulted by any other arrangement. The States governed 
by native Indian Princes are becoming a good deal 
Anglicised, but still in them it is the practically uni- 
versal rule that office is hereditary. We do not, how- 
ever, thus arrive at a complete account of the growth 
of those castes which arc definite sections of great 
populations One only of these castes really survives 
in India, ^that of the Brahmins, and it is strongly sus- 
pected that the whole literary theory of Caste, which is 
of Brahmin origin, is based on the existence of the 
Brahmin caste alone. Now, the tendency of knowledge 
to become hereditary is, by itself, consistent with a 
great variety of religious and literary cultivation; 
but, as a fact, the Brahmins of India are a remarkably 
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homogeneous class, admitting (though no doubt with 
considerable local qualifications) a general brotherhood 
of all members of the order. 

While, then, I cannot say that our scanty in- 
formation respecting changes in the status of the Bre- 
lion lawyers helps us much towards a comprehension 
of the beginnings of Caste in the true sense, I certainly 
think that we leani something more than we knew 
before from the references in the Brehon tracts to 
Literary Fosterage. They appear to me to give a 
new emphasis and point to the rules of Hindoo Law 
respecting the remote succession of the ‘spiritual 
preceptor ’ to the property of families. It seems as 
If in the most ancient state of both systems Literary 
or Religious fatherhood had been closely assimilated 
to actual fatherhood. Under these circumstances, if 
great schools of Vedaic learning existed in India in 
very ancient times, as we have strong reason to think 
they did, the relation between Teacher and Pupil 
would closely follow and imitate the relation between 
father and son. A great profession would thus be 
formed, with stores of common knowledge ; but the 
tie between the members would not be purely in- 
tellectual ; it would from the first be conceived as of 
the nature of kinship. Such a system, as the old 
ideas decayed, would tend infallibly to become one of 
real consanguinity. The aptitude for sacred know- 
ledge would come to be thought to run in the blood 
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whose Vathers had been instructed in it, and 
none but such sons would be received into the schools* 
A Caste would thus be formed, in the eyes of its 
members the type of all Castes. 

We have thus strong reason for thinking that so- 
cieties still under the influence of primitive thought 
labour under a certain incapacity for regarding men, 
grouped together by virtue of any institutions what* 
soever, as connected otherwise than through blood- 
relationship. We find that, tlirongh this barrenness of 
conception, they are apt to extend tlio notion of con- 
sanguinity and the language beginning in it to insti- 
tutions of their own not I'eally founded on community 
of blood, and even to institutions of foreign origin. 
We find also that the association between institutions 
arising from true kinship and institutions based on 
artificial kinship is sometimes so strong, that the 
emotions which they respectively call fortli are poe- 
tically indistinguishable. These phenomena of early 
thought and feeling appear to me amply to account 
for some facts of Irisli history which nearly all £)ng- 
lish writers on Ireland have noticed with extreme 
surprise or indignation. The expressions of Sir John 
Davis, while stating th^t many of the early Anglo- 
Norman adventurers settled in Ireland became in 
time pure Irish chieftains, reflect the violent astonish- 
ment and anger which the transformation excited in 
Englishmen. ‘ The English Colonists did embrace 
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and use the Irish customs, after they had rejected the 
Civil and Honourable Laws and Customs of England, 
whereby they became degenerate and metamorphosed 
like Nebuchadnezzar, who, although he had the face 
of a man, had the heart of a beast ; or like those who 
had drunk of Circe’s cup and were turned into very 
beasts, and yet took such pleasure in their beastly 
manner, of life as they would not return to their 
shape of men again ; insomuch as within less time 
than the age of a man, they had no marks or differ- 
ence left among them of that noble nation from which 
they were descended.’ The fact, stated in this bitter 
language, is not especially marvellous. We have 
seen the general complexion of Irish society giving 

its colour to institutions of all sorts — associations of 

• 

kinsmen shading off into assemblages of partners and 
guild-brothers — ^foster parentage, spiritual parentage, 
and preceptorship taking their hue from natural pater- 
nity — ecclesiastical organisation blending with tribal 
organisation. The Anglo-Norman captain who had 
thought to conquer for himself an Irish signory passed 
insensibly in the same way into the chieftain of an 
Irish tribe. The dependants who surrounded him 
did not possibly draw any clear distinction between 
the actual depositary of power and the natural deposi- 
tary of power, and, as the contagiousness of ideas is 
in proportion to their fewness, it is intelligible that 
he too was affected by the mental atmosphere in 
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wMch he lived. Nor were other motives wanting. 
The extreme poverty and constant distractions of 
Ireland did not prevent an extraordinary amount of 
the pride of authority, of the pride of birth, and 
even of the pride of wealth from centring in the 
dignity of an Irish Chief. 
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LECTURE IX. 

THE PBIMITIVE FORMS OF LEGAL REMEDIES. 


I. 

I STATED on a former occasion (Lecture 1. p. 8) that 
the branch of law which we now call the Law of 
Distress occupies the greatest part of the largest 
Brehon law-tract, the Senchus Mor. The importance 
thus given to Distress is a fact of much significance, 
and in this and the following Lecture I propose to 
discuss tlie questions it raises and the conclusions it 
suggests. 

The value of the 2 )recious discovery made by 
Niebuhr, when he disinterred in 1816 the manuscript 
of Gaius, does not solely arise from the new light 
which was at once thrown on the beginnings of the 
legal system which is the fountain of the greatest 
part of civilised jurisprudence. There are portions 
of the treatise then restored to the world which 
afford us glimpses of something older than law it- 
self, and which enable us to connect with law the 
jiractices dictated to barbarous men by impulses 
which it has become the prime office of all law to 



LEX AND LEaiS ACTIO. 


261 


f 

user. IX. 


control. At the head of the passages in the work 
of Gains which allow the mind’s eye to penetrate 
some little way into the chaos out of which social 
order sprang, I place the fragmentary and imper- 
fect account, given near the commencement of the 
Fourth Book, of the old Legis Actiones, which in the 
age of Gains himself had ceased to have more than 
an historical and antiquarian interest. 

Legis Actio, of which the exact meaning does not 
seem to have been known to Gaius, may be conjec- 
tured to have been the substantive form of the verbal 
expression, hyciii or le(/e agerv^ and to have been equi- 
valent to what we now call Procedure. It has been 
several times observed that among the Legis Actiones 
are included several proceedings which are not of the 
nature of Actions or Suits, but are rather modes of 
executing decrees. The fact seems to be that, by a 
course of change wliich may be traced in the history 
of Roman law, one portion, ‘ Actio,’ of the venerable 
phrase ‘ Legis Actio ’ has been gradually disjoined 
from the rest, and has come to denote that stage of 
the administration of justice which is directly con- 
ducted by the Court, together, in some judicial sys- 
tems, with the stage immediately preceding it. I 
suppose that originally used of the assumed writ- 
ten basis of Roman law, and lerjis actio^ corresponded 
roughly to what many centuries afterwards were 
called Substantive and Adjective Law, the law de- 
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claring rights and duties and the rules according to 
which the law declaring rights and duties is adminis- 
tered. On the expression just mentioned, Adjective 
Law, with which Bentham and his school have fami- 
liarised us, 1 will make a remark which applies to 
much in the phraseology and classifications of the 
Analytical Jurists, that it is correct and convenient 
according: to the ideas of their dav, but that, if used 
of very old law, it is apt to lead to an historical mis- 
conception. It would not be untrue to assert that, 
in one stage of human affairs, rights and duties are 
rather the adjective of procedure than j)rocedure a 
mere appendage to rights and duti(‘s. There have 
been times when the real difficulty lay, not in conceiv- 
ing what a man was entitled to, but in obtaining it ; 
so that the method, violent or legal, by which an end 
was obtained was of more consequence than the 


nature of the end itself. As a fact, it is only in the 
most recent times or in the most highly developed 
legal systems that remedies liavc lost importance in 
comparison with riglits and have ceased to affect 


them deeply and variously. 


« 


The first and in many respects the most interest- 


ing of these ancient mo<lc6 of jiroceeding is the Legis 
Actio Sacramenti, the undoubted parent of all the 
Roman Actions, and consequently of most of the 
civil remedies now in use in the world. Several 


years Jigo I pointed out {Ancient Law, pp. 376, 377) 
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tliaf the technical formalities appeared plainly, ujx)u 
inspection, to be a dramatisation of the Origin of 
Justice. ^Two armed men,’ I said, ‘are wrangling 
about some disputed property. Tlie Pnetor, tnr 
}ietate gravis^ happens to be going by and inter- 
poses to stop the contest. The disputants state their 
case to him, and agree that h(‘ shall arbitrate between 
them, it being arranged that the loser, besides re- 
signing the subject of tlie quarrel, sliall pay a sum of 
money to the umpire as remuneration for his trouble 
and loss of tiine.^ ‘This interpretation,’ 1 then tulded, 

‘ would be less plausible than it is, were it not that, 
by a surprising coincidence, the ceremony described 
by Gaius as the imperative course of proceeding in 
a Legis Actio is substantially tlie same with one of the 
two subjects which the God lle{)luestus is described 
by Homer as moulding into the First Compartment 
of the Shield of Achilles.’ Since these passages were 
written, the labours of more recent eiujuirers enable 
us to class tliis judicial picture of the origin of one 
gi'eat institution, Civil Justice, with other pictorial or 
dramatic representations of forgotten practices which, 
in various parts of the world, survive in the forms at- 
tending institutions of at least equal importance. It 
maybe seen, for example, from Mr. McLennan ’s work 
on ‘ Primitive Marriage/ that a large [)art of mankind 
«till simulate in their marriage ceremonies the carrying 
offtlie bride by violence, and thus preserve the memory 
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of the reign of force which, at all events as between 
tribe and tribe, preceded everjrwhere the reign of 
law. It is not at the same time to be supposed that 
these long-descended dramas imply or ever implied 
any disrespect for the institutions with which they 
are associated. In all probability they intentionally 
commemorate not the evil but the remedy for the 
evil ; and, until they degenerate into meaningless 
usages, they are enacted, not in honour of brute force, 
but in honour of the institutions which superseded it. 
Marriage and Civil Justice. 

Almost every gesture and almost every set of 
formal words in the Legis Actio Sacramenti sym- 
bolise something which, in some part of the world 
or another, in some Aryan society or another, has 
developed into an important institution. The 
claimant places his hand on the slave or other 
subject of dispute, and this grasp of the thing 
claimed, which is reproduced in the corresponding 
procedure of the ancient Germans and which, from 
them, was continued in vai’ious modified forms far 
down into the Middle Ages, is an early example 
of that Demand before action on which aU civi- 
lised systems of law insist. The wand, which the 
claimant held in his hand, is stated by Gains to 
have repiresented a spear, and the spear, the emblem 
of the strong man armed, served as the symbol of 
property held absolutely and against the world, not 
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only in the Roman but in several other Western 
societies. The proceedings included a series of as- 
sertions and reassertions of right by the parties, and 
this formal dialogue was the parent of the Art of 
Pleading. The quarrel between plaintiff’ and defend- 
ant, which was a mere ])retence among the Romans, 
long remained a reality in other societies, and, though 
its theory was altered, it survived in the Wager of 
Battle which, as an English institution, was only 
finally abolished in our fathers’ day. The interposi- 
tion of the Pnetor and the acceptance of his media- 
tion expanded into the Administration of Justice in 
the Roman State, one of the most powerful of instru- 
mentalities in the historical transformation of tlie 
civilised world. The disputants staked a sum of 
money — the Sacramentum, from wliich the j)roceed- 
ings took their name — on the merits of their quarrel, 
and the stake went into the public exchequer. The 
money thus wagered, which appears in a singularly 
large number of archaic legal systems, is the earliest 
representative of those Court-fees which have been a 
more considerable power in legal history than histo- 
rians of law are altogether inclined to admit. The 
very spirit in wliich a Legis Actio was conducted was 
that which, in the eyes of laymen, has been most cha- 
racteristic of lawyers in all historical times. If, says 
Gains, you sued by Legis Actio for injury to your 
vines, and called them vines, you would fail ; you 
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must call them trees, because the text of the Twelve 
Tables spoke only of trees. The ancient collection 
of Teutonic legal formulas, known as the Malberg 
Gloss, contains provisions of precisely the same cha- 
racter. If you sue for a bull, you will miscarry if 
you describe him as a bull ; you must give him his 
ancient juridical designation of ‘ leader of the herd.’ 
You must call the forefinger the ‘arrow ’-finger, the 
goat the ‘ browser upon leeks.’ There are lawyers 
alive who can recollect when the English system of 
Special Pleading, now just expiring, was applied upon 
principles not remotely akin to these and historically 
descended from them. 

The description given by Gains of the Legb Actio 
Sacramenti is followed by a lacuna in the manuscript. 
It was once occupied with an account of the Judicis 
Postulatio, which was evidently a modification of 
the older Sacramental Action by which this ancient 
remedy was adapted to a particular class of cases. 
Tlie text of the treatise begins again with a descrip- 
tion of the Condictio, which is said by Gains to have 
been created, but which is believed to have been only 
regulated, by two Roman statutes of the sixth century 
of Rome — the Lex Silia and the Lex Calpurnia. 
The Condictio, which afterwards developed into one 
of the most useful of the Roman actions, originaUy 
derived its name from a notice which the plaintiff 
gave the defendant to appear before the Prsetor in 
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thirty days, in order that a Judex or referee might be 
nominated ; and immediately (as I ray self think ) on 
this notice being given, the parties entered into a 
‘ sponsio ' and ‘ restipnlatio,* that is, they laid a foimal 
•wager (distinct from the stake called Sacramontum) 
on the justice of th?ir respective contentions. The 
sum thus staked, •which was always equal to a third 
of the amount in dispute, went in the end to the 

V 

successful litigant, and not, like the Sacramenturn, to 
the State. Lawyers wondered, Gains tells us, that 
such an action should be needed when property could 
have been recovered by the older and unmodified 
procedure. Many technical answers to this question 
have been given by modern commentators on Homan 
law, but we will see whether a better explanation of it 
cannot be obtained by approaching it from another side. 

Gaius, leaving the Condictio, proceeds to discuss 
two of the Legis Actioncs, the Manus Injectio and 
the Pignoris Capio, which cannot be made to square 
in any way wdth our modern conception of an action. 
The Manus Injectio is expressly stated to have been 
originally the Roman mode of execution against the 
person of a judgment debtor. It has considerable 
historical interest, for it was undoubtedly the instru- 
ment of the cruelties practised by the Roman aris- 
tocracy on their defaulting plebeian debtors, and thus 
it gave the first impetus to a series of popular move- 
ments which affected the whole history of the Roman 

s 
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Commonwealth, The Pignoris Capio also, possibly 
under a slightly altered name, was a mode of execution 
in later times against property after decree ; but this 
was not its original purpose as a Legis Actio. It was 
at first a wholly extra-judicial proceeding. The per- 
son who proceeded by it seized in certain cases the 
goods of a fellow-citizen, against whom he had a 
claim, but against whom he had not instituted a suit. 
The power of seizure could be exercised by soldiers 
against public officers bound to supply them with 
pay, horse, or forage; and it could also be resorted to 
by the seller of a beast for sacrifice against a default- 
ing purchaser. It was thus confined to claims of 
great urgency or of highly sacred obligation ; but it 
was afterwards extended to demands for overdue ar- 
rears of public revenue. I am indebted to Mr. Poste 
for the observation that the ideal institutions of 
Plato’s Laws include something strongly resembling 
the Roman Pignoris Capio; and here again it is a 
remedy for breach of public duties connected with 
military service or religious observance. 

I take the Pignoris Capio as the immediate starting- 
point of all which I am about to say on the subject 
of Ancient Civil Procedure. First of all let us ask 
whether Gaius himself gives us any hint of its mean- 
ing and signifi^cance in the primitive Roman system. 
The clue is slender, but it seems to me sufficiently 
traceable in the statement that the Pignoris Capio 
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eotrtd be resorted to in the absence of the Pwetor and 
generally in that of the person under liability, and 
also tliat it might be carried out even when the Courts 
were not sitting. 

Let us go back for a moment to the parent Legis 
Actio — the L, A. Sacramenti. Its venerable forms 
presuppose a quarrel and celebrate the mode of 
settling it. It is a passing arbitrator whose interpo- 
sition is simulated by the l^ra^tor. But suppose there 
is no arbitrator at hand. What expedient for averting 
bloodshed remains, and Ls any such expedient reflected 
in that ancient procedure which, by tlic fact of its ex- 
istence, implies that the shedding of blood has some- 
how been prevented? 

I dare say I shall at the outset appear to be making 
a trivial remark when I say that one method of 
gaining the object is to lay a wager. Even now this 
is one of the commonest ways of postponing a dispute 
as to a matter of fact, and the truth is that the 
tendency to Tbet upon results lies extremely deep in 
human nature, and has grown up with it from its 
remote infancy. It is not everybody who, when his 
blood is hot, will submit to have a quarrel referred 
to a third person present, much less to a third person 
absent; but he will constantly do so, if he lays a 
wager on it, and if, besides being found in the right, 
he has a chance of receiving the amount staked. And 
this I suppose — differing, I own, from several high 
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Btttliorities — to be the true significance of the Sponsio 
and Restipulatio, which we know to have been of the 
essence of the ancient Roman Condictio, and of the 
agreement to appear before the Prsetor in thirty days. 
The Legis Actio Sacramenti assumes tiiat the qiiar.'el 
is at once referred to a present arbitrator; the Con- 
dictio that the reference is to tlie decision of an arbi- 
trator after tiiirty days’ interval, but meantime the 
parties have entered into a separate wager on the 
merits of their dispute. We know that the liability 
to an independent penalty attached to the suitor by 
Condictio even when it had become one of the most 
important Roman actions, and that it was still exactetl 
in the age of ('icero. 

There is yet another primitive contrivance by 
which, in the absence of a present arbitrator, a quarrel 
may be prevented from issuing in bloodshed. The 
claimant willing to go to arbitration may, in the ab- 
sence of his adversary, or if he be the stronger, in his 
presence, take forcible possession of his moveable pro- 
perty and detain it till he too submits. I believe this 
to have been the true primitive otfice of the Pignoris 
Capio, though the full evidence of my opinion \vill not 
be before you till I have tracked the same institution 
through the twili^it of other legal systems. Among 
the Romans, even at the date of the Twelve Tables, 
it had become (to employ Mr. Tylor’s phrase) a mere 
survival, confined to cases when the denial of justice 
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wa® condemned by superstition or by a sense of the 
sternest public einergenc}^; and this was a consequence 
of the exceptionally rapid development of Roman 
law and procedure, and of the exceptionally early 
date at which the Roman tribunals became the organs 
of the national sovereignty. You will see hereafter 
how much reason there is for thinking that the pro- 
gress of most societies towards a complete adminis- 
tration of justice was slow and gradual, and that the 
Commonwealth at first interfered through its various 
organs rather to keep order and see fair play in 
quarrels than took them, as it now does always and 
everywhere, into its own hands. To this period, long 
forgotten among the Romans, those peculiar rules 
pointed back which survived along with the Pignoris 
Capio, and which provided for its exercise out of 
court and during the judicial vacation. 

I turn to the Teutonic societies for vestiges of a 
practice similar to that which the Romans called 
Pignoris Capio. They seem to be quite unmistake- 
able in that portion of our own English law which is 
concerned with the power of Distraint or Distress 
and with the. connected legal remedy known as Re- 
plevin. The examples of the right to distrain another 
man’s property which are most familiar to you are, 
I dare say, the landlord’s right to seize the goods of 
his tenant for unpaid rent, and the right of the lawful 
possessor of land to take and impound stray beasts 
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which are damaging his erops or soil. The proifeess 
by which the latter right is made effectual retains &r 

I 

mote of the ancient institution than does distress 
for rent. For the peculiar power of the landlord to 
distrain for rent, while it remains an e.xtrajudkiul 
remedy, has been converted into a complete remedy 
of its kind by a series of statutes comparatively 
modern. It has always, however, been the theory 
of the most learned English lawyers that distress 
is in principle an incomplete remedy ; its primary 
object is to compel the person against whom it is 
properly employed to make satisfaction. But goods 
distrained for rent are nowadays not merely held 
as a security for the landlord’s claim ; they are ul- 
timately put up for sale with certain prescribed 
formalities, the landlord is paid out of the pro- 
ceeds, and the overplus is returned to the tenant. 
Thus the proceeding has become merely a special 
method by which payment of rent, and certain lOther 
payments which are placed on the same footing, are 
enforced without the help of a Court of Justice. But 
the distraint of cattle for damage still retains a variety 
of archaic features. It is not a complete remedy. 
The taker merely keeps the cattle until satisfaction 
is made to him for the injury, or till they are returned 
by him on an engagement to contest the right to 
distrain in an action of Replevin. 

nractice of Distress — of taking nams, a word 
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preserved in the once famous law-term withernam — 
is attested by records considerably older than the Con- 
quest. There is reason to believe that anciently it 
was resorted to in many more cases than our oldest 
Common-law authorities recognise ; but about the 
reign of Henry the Third, when it was confined 
to certain specific claims and wrongs, the course of 
the proceeding w^as as follows : The person assuming 
himself to be aggrieved seized the goods (which 
anciently were almost always the cattle) of the per- 
son whom he believed to have injured him or failed 
in duty towards him. He drove the beasts to a 
pound, an enclosed piece of land reserved for the 
purpose, and generally open to the sky. Let me 
observe in passing that there is no more ancient 
institution in the country than the Village-Pound. 
It is far older than the King’s Bench, and probably 
older than the Kingdom. While the cattle were on 
their way to the pound the owner had a limited 
right of rescue which the law’’ recognised, but which 
he ran great risk in exercising. Once lodged within 
the enclosure, the impounded beasts, when the pound 
was uncovered, had to be fed by the owner and not 
by the distrainor ; nor was the rule altered till the 
present reign. The distrainor’s part in the proceed- 
ings ended in fact with the impomiding ; and we 
have to consider what courses were thereupon open 
to the person whose cattle had been seized. Of course 
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he might submit and discharge the demand. Op he 
might tender security for its acquittal. Or again he 
might remain obstinate and leave his beasts in the 
pound. It might happen, however, that he altogether 
denied the distrainor’s right to distrain, or that the 
latter, on security being tendered to iiim for the 
adjustment of his claim, refused to release the cattle. 
In either of these cases the cattle-owner (at least at 
the time of which we are speaking) might either 
apply to the King’s Chancery for a writ commanding 
the Sheriff to ‘ make replevin,’ or he miglit verbally 
complain himself to the Sheriff, wlio would then 
proceed at once to ‘ replevy.’ The process denoted by 
this ancient phrase consisted of several stages. The 
Sheriff first of all demanded a view of the impounded 
cattle ; if this were refused, he treated the distrainor 
as having committed a violent breach of the King’s 
peace, and raised the hue and cry after him. If the 
cattle (as doubtless constantly was the case) had been 
driven to a distance and out of his jurisdiction, the 
Sheriff sought for cattle of the distrainor and seized 
them to double the value of the beasts which were 
not forthcoming — the ‘ taking in withernam ’ of old 
English law. In more peaceable times, however, and 
amdng law-abiding people, the deputy of the Crown 
was allowed to see the cattle, which he immediately 
returned to their original owner on a pledge to abide 
by the decision of a Court of J ustice. A day was 
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thtn appointe<f for the trial, wliich took place with 
the proceeding well known to lawyers as the Action 
of Replevin. A great deal of technical learning has 
clustered round it, but for our purjx)ses it is enough to 
say that the plaintiff in the action was the owner of 
the distrained cattle and the defendant was the 
distrainor. 

The comparative antiquity of the various steps in 
the procedure are not, I think, difficult to detect. 
Nothing can be more archaic than the picture pre- 
sented by its more venerable details. The seizure of 
the cattle, the rescue and the counter-seizure, belong 
to the oldest practices of mankind. We were carried 
back, by the Legis Actio Sacrament i of the Romans, 
to a sudden fight over disputed property barely 
stopped by a casual passer-by. Here, not in a city- 
community, but among the ancient legal forms of a 
half-pastoral, half-agricultural people, we come upon 
plain traces of a foray. But the foray which survives 
in the old Law of Distress is not, like the combat of 
the ancient Roman Action, a mere dramatic represen- 
tation. Dp to a certain point it is a realit)^ and the 
most probable account of its origin is that it is a 
genuinely disorderly proceeding which the law steps 
in to regulate. You will se^ presently that there 
are other independent reasons for thinking that some 
of the earliest interferences of the power which we 
call the Law, the State, or the King, with high-handed 



266 


PRIMITIVE OBJECTS OP DISTRESS. 


UCI. IX. 


violence consisted, neither in wholly forbidding it nor 
in assuming active jurisdiction over the quarrel which 
provoked it, but in limiting it, prescribing forms for 
it, or turning it to new purposes. Thus the next 
series of incidents in the practice of distraint — the 
impounding, the stress laid upon pledge or security, 
and the acknowledgment of continuing ownership 
which is implied in the liability of the person dis- 
trained upon to feed the cattle, and in the rule that 
the distrainor shall not work them — ^belong to a 
newer range of ideas which dictate the first attempts 
to moderate reprisals and regulate revenge for wrong. 
Distress now becomes a semi-orderly contrivance for 
extorting satisfaction. Many vestiges of this ancient 
function remain. It has been observed by Blackstone 
and others that the modified exemption of certain 
classes of goods from distraint — plough-oxen, for 
example, and tools of trade — ^was not in its origin the 
least intended as a kindness to the owner. It was 
entailed by the veiy nature of the whole proceeding, 
since without the instruments of tillage or handicraft 
the debtor could never pay his debt. A passage in 
the ‘ Dialogus de Scaccario’ (ii. 14), prescribing the 
order in which the goods of the King’s debtors are 
to be sold, strongly bears out this view. 

Latest in the order of proceeding, and latest pro- 
bably in date, came the direct interposition of the 
State. The King steps in, first, in what we should now 
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calf his administrative capacity. His administrative 
deputy, the Sheriff, on complaint made by their owner, 
follows up the cattle, demands a sight of them, raises 
the hue and cry if it be refused, and seizes twice 
their number if the beasts have been driven away. 
Even when he obtains his view, he can do nothing 
unless the cattle-owner, denying the right of his ad- 
versary to distrain, is prepared with security that he 
will try the question between them in a Court of 
Justice. Thus tardily does that power make its ap- 
pearance which according to our notions should long 
since have appeared on the scene, the judicial power 
of the Commonwealth. Its jurisdiction is obviously 
acquired through the act of the Sheriff in restoring 
the cattle upon pledge given. The distrainor has 
lost his material security, the cattle. The owner of 
the cattle has become personally bound. And thus 
both are placed under a compulsion which drives 
them in the end to a judicial arbitration. 

Nearly six hundred years ago, the contrast be- 
tween the ancient proceedings in Replevin and suits 
conducted on what were then modern principles was 
already striking. The second chapter of the Statute 
of Westminster the Second is aimed at certain contri- 
vances by which tenants contrived to defeat the lord’s 
remedy by distress; and, in giving the King’s Justices 
jurisdiction in such cases, it goes on to say that such 
R provision does not militate against the principle of 
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the Common Law which forbids the removal of suits 
to the Justices on the petition of a defendant. ‘For,’ 
it adds, ‘ although at first sight the tenant may seem 
to be plaintiff and the lord defendant, yet in reality, 
regard being had to the fact that the lord distrains 
and sues for services and dues behind, he is rather 
plaintiff or complainant than defendant.’ The action 
of Replevin is in fact an excellent illustration of the 
difference between ancient and modern juridical 
principles. According to ideas now confirmed in us, 
tlie person who sets a Court of Justice in motion is 
the person who complains of a wrong. In the case 
supposed, this is not the man distrained upon but the 
man who distrains. He it is who has suffered an in- 
jury for which he made reprisals on his adversary’s 
property. Yet it is his adversary who has to start 
the legal procedure and to constitute himself plaintiff 
in the Action of Replevin. The reason why a modern 
Court of Justice would insist on taking the whole 
dispute into its own hands, and dealing with it in its 
own way from the very beginning, is that, having 
always the full command of the public force, it is sure 
of being able to compel the submission of the defend- 
ant to its jurisdiction and of coercing him in the end 
till he does justice^ however long the coercion may 
be delayed. But at the era to which the procedure 
in distress originally belonged, the Court had no such 
assurance of power ; and hence the person assumed to 
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a grievance is allowed to proceed according to 
the primitive method, which has the advantage of 
giving the other side the strongest inducements to 
call in the judicial authority of the State and submit 
to its decision. 

The information furnished to us respecting this 
primitive procedure by the various bodies of Continen- 
tal Teutonic law known collectively as the Leges 
Barbarorum is of a very interesting kind. Almost 
all of them contain references to Pignoratio or dis- 
traint of goods. The Visigothic law expressly pro- 
hibits it ; and, at the other end of the scale, the Loin- 
bardic law has a trace of that licence of distress which 
has survived in the kmglish Common-law and permits 
it after simple demand of payment. But the Salic 
law, which the most learned Germans now believe to 
have been drawn up at some period between the time 
at which Tacitus wrote and the time at which the 
Franks broke into the Empire, contains a series of 
very peculiar and instructive provisions on the sub- 
ject, which have been for the first time fully interpre- 
ted by Sohm. Under this system, Distress is not yet 
a judicial remedy ; it is still an extrajudicial mode of 
redress, but it has been incorporated with a regular 
and highly complex procedure. A succession of 
notices have to be given in solemn form by the com- 
plainant to the person of whom he complains, and 
whose property he proposes to seize. Nor can he 
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proceed to seizure until he has summoned this pereon 
before the Popular Court, and until the Popular 
Officer of the Court, the Thunginus, has pronounced 
a formula licensing distraint. Then,and not till then, 
he can make what we should call a distress upon his 
adversary. It seems quite clear that, before the 
Conquest, attempts were made in England to narrow 
the liberty of distraint by the same class of restrictions 
which we find in the Salic Law and the allied Teutonic 
bodies of usage. These provisions have their close 
counterpart in the ordinance of Canute that no man is 
to take nams unless he has demanded right three 
times in the Hundred ; if he obtain no justice the 
third time, he is to go to the Shire-gemot ; the shire 
is to appoint him a fourth time, and, if that fails, he 
may take the distress. 

It is to be remarked that the process of the Salic 
Law which answers to our distress is especially a 
remedy in certain cases of breach of contract. Dis- 
traint, the seizing of nams, was certainly employed to 
enforce a similar class of demands under old English 
law before the Conquest ; and the practice seems to 
have been known in Bracton’s day, though the 
brevity of his notice does not permit us to understand 
fully its course and character. In this respect the 
Pignoration of the Continental Teutonic law is more 
archaic than the distress with which we are familiar 
in England, since the fragment of the system which 
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survived in our Common law (and it is to this 
that it probably owes its survival) was from the first 
pre-eminently a remedy by which the lord compelled 
his tenants to render him their services. But on the 
other band it is interesting to observe that our Eng- 
lish distress is in some particulars of a more archaic 
character than the corresponding compulsory process 
of the Leges Barbaroruin. Thus notice of the inten- 
tion to distrain was never in England essential to the 
legality of distress (Trent w. Hunt, 9 Exch, Rep. 
20), although statute-law renders it necessary to 
make a sale of the distrained property legal; and 
again, in the oldest ascertainable state of our Com- 
mon-law, though distraint sometimes followed a pro- 
ceeding in the lord’s Court, yet it did not necessarily 
presuppose or require it. 

It should be understood that the Frankish pro- 
cedure was completely at the disposal of the com- 
plainant. It is not a strictly judicial procedure, but 
rather a procedure regulating extrajudicial redress. 
If the complainant observes the proper forms, tlie 
part of the Court in licensing seizure is purely 
passive. Even after the exhaustive examination 
h this part of the Salic Law has undergone from 
Professor Sohm, it is very difficult to say whether at 
any point of the procedure the defendant had the 
opportunity of putting in a substantial defence ; but 
it seems certain that, whenever he could do this, he 
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appeared virtually as a plaintiff like the distriuned in 
our Action of Replevin, and there is no doubt that, 
if he submitted or was unsuccessful in attacking the 
proceedings of the other side, he paid not only the 
original debt but various additional ];>enalties entailed 
by neglect to comply with previous notices to dis- 
charge it. Such a procedure seems to us founded on 
the now monstrous assumption that plaintiffs are 
always in the right and defendants always in the 
wrong. Yet the assumption would not perhaps 
have struck the earliest authors of legal improvement 
as altogether monstrous, nor could they have quite 
comprehended the modern principle Avhich compels 
the complainant to establish at all events a primd 
fade case. With them, the man most likely to be in 
the right would appear to be the man who faced the 
manifold risks attending the effort to obtain redress, 
the man who complained to the Popular Assembly, 
the man who cried for justice to the King sitting in 
the gate. It is only when violent wrong has ceased 
to be rife, when tlie dangers of contesting the op- 
pressions of poAverful men have become insignificant, 
when the law has been long and regularly adminis- 
tered according to technical procedure, that unjusi 
claims are seen to be at least as common as unjust 
refusals to satisfy them. In one particular case, the 
complaint of the King, the old assumption that com- 
plainants are presumably in the right was kept long 
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alive among us, and had much to do with the obsti- 
nate dislike of lawyers to allowing prisoners to be 
defimded by Counsel. 

Gaius, speaking of the Leges Actiones generally, 
observes that ‘ they fell into discredit, because through 
the excessive subtlety of the ancient lawyers, things 
same to such a pass that he who committed the 
nnallest error failed altogether.’ 

Blackstone, many centuries afterwards, has the 
following remark on the English Law of Distress: 

‘ The many particulars which attend the taking of a 
distress used formerly to make it a hazardous kind of 
proceeding ; for, if any one irregularity was com- 
mitted, it vitiated the whole.’ 

I quote these passages, not only on account of the 
curious similarity of language between two writers 

•A- 

of whom the later could not possibly have read the 
earlier, but because the excessive technicality of 
ancient law which they both notice goes some way 
to explain the severity and on.esidednes8 of the old 
Teutonic procedure. The power of seizing a man’s 
►roperty extrajudicially in satisfaction of your de- 
na I was, as Professor Sohm justly remarks, a sort 
if two-edged sword. You might bring your adver- 
ury to the ground by it, but you were extremely 
ikely to injure yourself. For, unless the com- 
>lainant who sought to distrain went through all the 
acts and words required by the law with the most 

T 
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No long time, however, after the Franks have Been 
settled within the Empire, we find that another step 
has been taken towards the administration of justice 
on modem principles, and now the royal deputy will 
execute the judgment even though there has been no 
promise to submit to it. At this point Distress is 
wholly taken out of the hands of private litigants, 
and extrajudicial seizure becomes judicial seizure. 
The change is obviously a result of the growing 
vigour of Courts, greatly due in our own country to 
the development of royal justice at the expense of 
popular justice. Still English judicial proceedings 
long savoured of the old practices. Every student of 
our ancient English forms of proceeding will recollect 
on what small apparent provocation the King con- 
stantly took the lands of the defendant into his hands 
or seized his good.s, simply to compel or perfect his 
submission to the royal jurisdiction. It seems 
probable that Distress was gradually lost in and 
absorbed by Attachment and Distringas. The theory 
of Attachment now is that it is the taking of property 
into the actual or constructive possession of the 
judicial power, and the later course of change under 
which it has faded into an occasional and exceptional^ 
proceeding, requiring to be justified by special 
reasons, corresponds with the growing confidence of 
Courts of Justice in their possession of irresistible 
power confided to them by the sovereign. As regards 
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thtft fragment of the primitive institution which 
remains in our law, I imagine that Distress would 
at most have become a mere survival, confined perhaps 
to the impounding of stray cattle, if several statutory 
innovations had not turned it into a convenient extra- 
judicial remedy for landlords, by giving the distrainor 
a power of sale which in old English law was limited 
to a few very special demands. The modern theory 
of Distress is that a landlord is allowed to distrain 
because by the nature of the case he is always com- 
pelled to give his tenant credit, and that he can 
distrain without notice because every man is supposed 
to know when his rent is due. But this theory, 
though it explains the continuance of Distress to our 
day, does not at all fit in with the most ancient ideas 
on the subject, and could not indeed be easily made to 
square with the practice of distraint even at a date so 
comparatively late as that at which Bracton wrote. 
How accidental is the association of Distress with the 
powers of landlords may be seen firom the fact that, 
though there are plentiful traces of the institution in 
the ancient Scottish law, the same practical results 
which the English system produces by allowing 
landlords to distrain for rent are chiefly attained in 
Scotland by applying to landlord and tenant the 
Romanised Law of Hypothek. 

The comparison of the various Teutonic bodies 
of law suggests then to my mind, as regards those 
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systems, the following conclusions respecting <the 
historical development of the remedies which grew 
out of the savage practice of violently seizing pro- 
perty in redress for supposed wrong. Two alternative 
expedients were adopted by nascent law. One of 
these consisted in tolerating distraint up to a certain 
point ; it was connived at so far as it served to compel 
the submission of defendants to the jurisdiction of 
Courts, but in all other cases it was treated as wilful 
breach of the peace. The other was the incorporation 
of distraint with a regular procedure. The com- 
plainant must observe a great number of forms at 
his peril ; but if he observes them he can distrain in 
the end. In a still more advanced condition of legal 
ideas, the tribunals take the seizure of land or goods 
into their own hands, using it freely to coerce de- 
fendants into submission. Finally, Courts of Justice 
resort to coercion before judgment only on the rarest 
occasions, sure as they at last are of the effectiveness 
of their process, and of the power which they hold in 
deposit from the Sovereign Commonwealth. 
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LECTURE X. 

THE PRIMITIVE FORMS OF LEGAL REMEDIES. 


II. 

I PASS from the early law of procedure in the Roman 
and Teutonic societies to the corresponding branch 
of another ancient legal system which has been only 
just revealed to us, and which, so far as its existence 
was suspected, was supposed until lately to be sepa- 
rated by peculiarly sharp distinctions from all Ger- 
manic bodies of usage. 

Rather more than half of the Senchus Mor is 
taken up with the Law of Distress. The Senchus 
Mor, as I told you, pretends to be a Code of Irish 
law, and indeed to be that very Code which was 
prepared under the influence of St. Patrick upon 
the introduction of Christianity into Ireland. I 
added that in the present state of our knowledge, 
no theory can be very confidently advanced as to 
the date of this Brehon compendium. It may be 
that some such revision of the pre-Christian law 
did take place ; it may be that the Brehon lawyers 
only conjectured that it must have taken place; 
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it may be that a tract of imusoal dimensions &nd 
proportionately valued by the Brehon laW'School 

which happened to possess it, came gradually to 

* 

be associated with a name held in pre-eminent 
honour or pre-eminently sacred, a process of which 
there are believed to be several examples in the 
history of Eastern jurisprudence. These doubts, 
however, as to the true date of the Senchus Mor do 
not take away from the significance and instructive- 
ness of the fact that in a volume of great antiquity, 
of undoubted genuineness, and evidently thought by 
its possessors to contain all that was important in the 
law, the Law of Distress, now an extremely sub- 
ordinate branch of our legal system, occupies a space 
BO ez^ordinaril, ° 

I borrow from the Editor of the First Volume of 
‘ Ancient Laws of Ireland,’ the following epitome of 
the old Irish law of distress as laid down in the 
Senchus Mor : — 

* The plaintiff or creditor, having first given the 
proper notice, proceeded, in the case of a defendant 
or debtor, not of chieftain grade, to distrain. If the 
defendant or debtor were a person of chieftain grade, 
it was necessary not only to give notice, but also to 
fast upon him.^' The fasting upon him consisted in 
going to his residence and waiting there for a certain 
time without food. If the plaintiff did not within a 
certain time receive satis&ction for his claim, or a 
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plMge therefor, he forthwith, acoompanied by a 
law-agent, witnesses, and others, seized his distress. 
The distress, when seized, was in certain cases liable 
to a Stay, which was a period varying according to 
fixed rules, during which the debtor received back 
the distress, and retained it in his own keeping, the 
creditor having a lien upon it. Such a distress is a 
“ distress with time ; ” but under certain circumstances 
and in particular cases an “ immediate distress ” was 
made, the peculiarity of which was that during the 
fijted period of the Stay the distress was not allowed 
to remain in the debtor’s possession, but in that of 
the creditor, or in one of the recognised greens or 
pounds. 

‘ If the debt was not paid by the end of the Stay, 
the creditor took away the distress, and put it in a 
pound. He then served notice of the distress on the 
debtor whom he had distrained, letting him know 
where what was distrained was impounded. The 
distress remained in the pound a certain period, fixed 
according to its nature (dithim, translated “ delay in 
pound,” is the name of this period). At the end of 
the delay in pound, the Foideiting Time began to 
run, during which the distress became forfeited at 
the rate of three “ seds ” per day, until entirely for- 
feited. If the entire value of the distress thus for- 
feited was exactly equal to the original debt and the 
subsequent expenses, the debt was liquidated ; if it 
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was less than this, a second distress was taken for the 
difference ; and, if more, the overplus was returned. 
All this proceeding was managed by the party him- 
self, or his law-agent, with the several witnesses of 
the various steps, and other necessary parties. 

‘ But if, instead of allowing his cattle to go to 
pound, the debtor gave a sufficient pledge, e.y., his 
son, or some article of value, to the creditor, that he 
would within a certain time try the right to the dis- 
tress by law, the creditor was bound to receive such 
pledge. If he did not go to law, as he so undertook, 
the pledge became forfeited for the original debt. At 
any time, up to the end of the “ dithira,” the debtor 
could recover his cattle by paying the debt and such 
expenses as had been incurred. But, if he neglected 
to redeem them until the “ dithim ” had expired, then 
he could only redeem such as were still unforfeited.’ 

The very existence in ancient Ireland of the law 
thus summarised is almost enough by itself to de- 
stroy those reckless theories of race which assert an 
original, inherent difference of idea and usage between 
Teuton and Celt. The Irish system of Distress is 
obviously, in all essential features, the Germanic 
system. It wears, on its face, a very strong general 
resemblance to the corresponding branch of our 
Common Law ; and I have seen some very ingenious 
attempts to account for the differences between the 
two by suggestions that the primitive contour of the 
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English law of Distress has been impaired. The 
object of such speculations is to argue for the direct 
derivation of the English set of rules from the Celtic ; 
but it does not appear to me necessary to resort to a 
supposition which has great and special diflSculties of 
its own. The virtual identity of the Irish law of 
Distress with the Teutonic law is best brought out by 
comparing it with the Teutonic systems of procedure 
collectively. Thus the Distress of the Senchus Mor 
is not, like the Distress of the English Common Law, 
a remedy confined in the main to demands of the 
lord on his tenants ; as in the Salic and other Con- 
tinental Germanic Codes, it extends to breaches of 
contract, and indeed, so far as the Brehon law is 
already known, it would appear to be the universal 
method of prosecuting claims of all kinds. The 
Notice again to the person whose goods arc to be dis- 
trained which it strenuously insists upon, though not 
found in the sur\dving English Common law, fills an 
important place, as I stated, in other Teutonic collec- 
tions of rules. So too the attendance of witnesses is 
required by the Continental Codes ; and, though the 
presence of the Brehon law agent is peculiar to the 
Irish system and very characteristic of it, certain 
persons having much the same duties are required by 
some of the Teutonic systems to be present during 
the process of distraint. Further, the Stay of pro- 
ceedings, which has been compared to an Attach- 
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ment, seems to me better explained by cer&in 
provisions of the ‘ Leges Barbarorum.’ Under some 
of them when a person’s property is about to be 
seized he makes a mimic resistance ; under the Salic 
law, he protests against the injustice of the attempt ; 
under the Ripuarian law, he goes through the ex- 
pressive formality of standing at his door with a 
drawn sword. Thereupon, the seizure is interrupted 
and an opportunity is given for enquiring into the 
regularity of the proceedings and, probably also, into 
the justice of the claim. The Lien or charge upon 
the distrained property, which the Irish law confers 
on the creditor during the currency of the Stay, is 
not found in the Continental Teutonic law in this 
exact shape ; but, at a particular stage of the Salic 
proceedings, the creditor has the power of interdicting 
the debtor from selling or mortgaging any part of his 
property untU the debt has been satisfied. On the 
other hand, several features of the Irish system, 
which are wholly absent from the Continental Teu- 
tonic procedure, or very faintly marked in it, belong 
conspicuously to the English law. Among these 
may be placed the impounding, and the ‘taking in 
withernam,’ but the great resemblance of all, and the 
common point of dissimilarity from the most ancient 
of the Leges Barbarorum, lies in the fact that the Irish 
procedure, like the English, requires neither assist- 
ance nor permission from any Court of Justice. In 
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ill the Teutonic bodies of custom except the English 
and tiiie Lombardic, even when the greatest latitude 
of seizure is allowed to litigants out of Court, some 
judicial person or body must be applied to before 
they proceed to extremities. With us, however, the 
entire seizure is completed before authority is called 
in ; and the Irish law has exactly the same pecu- 
liarity. Not only so, but the Irish law corresponds 
to the English law of Distress in a very advanced 
stage of development. It does not employ the seizure 
of cattle merely as a method of extorting satisfaction. 
It provides, as you have seen, for their forfeiture in 
discharge of the demand for which they were taken ; 
and thus is distinguished by an improvement which 
was only added to the English law by statute after 
the lapse of several centuries. 

The true difficulty in estimating the place of this 
Irish procedure in the historical development of law 
arises from doubts as to the part really played by the 
legal proceeding in which it terminated. The Eng- 
lish process of Distress, wherever it was felt to be 
unjust, led up to, and ended in, the actid'n of Replevin, 
and the Court, which ultimately tried the action, prac- 
tically acquired its jurisdiction through the interposi- 
tion of the Sheriff in restoring the cattle upon security 
given. No such interference with a high hand as 
that of the Sheriff appears to be contemplated by the 
Irisji law j but the Brehon lawyer who ought properly 
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to accompany the distrainor is expressly stated' by 
the Senchus Mor to aid him ‘ until the decision of a 
Court.’ (‘ Ancient Laws of Ireland,’ i. 85.) "V/hat 
was the proceeding thus referred to ? What autho- 
rity had the Irish Courts at any time at which the 
Brehon law was held in respect ? What were these 
Courts ? To what extent did they command the 
public force of the sovereign State ? Was there any 
sovereign power at any time established in any part 
of Ireland which could give operative jurisdiction to 
Courts of Justice and operative force to the law ? 
All these questions — of which the last are in truth 
the great problems of ancient Irish history— must in 
some degree be answered before we can have any- 
thing like a confident opinion on the actual working 
of the Law of Distress set forth at such length in the 
Senchus Mor. 

The learned Editors of the various Introductions 
prefixed to the official publications of Ancient Irish 
Law are plainly of opinion that such jurisdiction as 
any Irish Courts possessed was, to use the technical 
phrase, voluntary. The Law of Distress, in this 
view, was clearly enough conceived by the Brehon 
lawyers, but it depended for the practical obedience 
which it obtained on the tud of public opinion and of 
popular respect for a professional caste. Its object 
was to force disputants to submit to what was rather 
an arbitmtion than an action, before a Brehon selected 
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by themselves, or at most before some recognised tri- 
bunal advised by a Brehon. At the same time, it 
would seem that there are ancient Irish tracts or 
fragments of tracts in existence which describe the 
ancient Irish as having had a most elaborate public 
oiganisation, judicial as well as legislative. Dr. Sul- 
livan, in his Introduction, admits that the information 
which has come down to us on these subjects is very 
fragmentary, and so obscure that it will be impossible 
to give a satisfactory account of them until the whole 
of the law-fragments in Irish MSS. are published or 
at least made accessible to scholars,; but he never- 
theless. believes in the historical reality of this or- 
ganisation, and he speaks (Introduction, pp. cclii. 
cclxii.) of the Irish Courts in language of extremely 
modern tinge. Enough is known of Irish history 
to make it very difficult to understand when this 
elaborate judicial system can have existed ; but a 
place is found for it by .'ittributiug it to a period 
not only before the Anglo-Norman invasions of 
Ireland, but before the Viking descents on the 
Irish coasts. The safest course is certainly to 
reserve one’s opinion on the subject until the au- 
thorities for Dr. Sullivan’s statements have been 
much more critically examined than they have been ; 
but I am bound to say that they are not so inhe- 
rently improbable, nor are Dr. Sullivan’s opinions 
so hard to reconcile with the views of the Editors 
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of the translations, as persons onacqaainted with 
l^al history might suppose. There are analogies 
to many of the tribunals described amoi^ the rudi- 
mentary institutions of several communities. Such 
tribunals might further be highly developed and yet 
their jurisdiction might be only voluntary. Sohm 
appears to me to have proved that the Frankish 
Popular Courts did not execute their own decrees ; 
if the defendant had promised to submit to an award, 
the local deputy of the King might be required to 
enforce it, but, if there had been no such promise, the 
plaintiff was forced to petition the King in person. 
There is much reason in fact for thinking that^ in the 
earliest times and before the full development of that 
kingly authority which has lent so much vigour to 
the arm of the law in most Aryan communities, but 
which was virtually denied to the Irish, Courts of 
Justice existed less for the purpose of doing right 
universally than for the purpose of supplying an 
alternative to the violent redress of wrong. Even 
then if we suppose that the Ireland which is said to 
have enjoyed an elaborate judicial organisation was 
greatly ruder and wilder than Irish patriots would 
probably allow it to have been, there is no such in- 
consistency between the prevalence of disorder and 
the frequency of litigation as would make them ex- 
clude one another. The Norse literature, which Mr. 
Dosent has popularised among us, shows that per 
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pefual fighting and perpetual litigation may go on 
side by side, and that a highly technical procedure 
may be scrupulously followed at a time when homi- 
cide is an everyda}^ occurrence. The fact seems to 
be that contention in Court takes the place of conten- 
tion in arms, but only gradually takes its place ; and 
it is a tenable theory that many of the strange pecu- 
liarities of ancient law, the technical snares, trai)s, 
and pitfalls with which it abounds, really represent 
and carry on the feints, stratagems, and ambuscades 
of actual armed strife between man and man, between 
tribe and tribe, h^ven in onr own dav, when a wild 
province is annexed to the British Indian Empire, 
there is a most curious and instructive rusli of suitors 
to the Courts which are immediately established. The 
arm of the law summarily suppresses violence, and 
the men who can no longer light go to law instead, 
in numbers which sometimes make Indian officials 
believe that there must be somo&ing maleficent in 
the law and procedure which tempt men into Court 
who never saw a Court before. The simple explana- 
nation is that the same natural impulse is gratified in 
a new way ; hasty appeals to a judge succeed hur- 
ried quarrels, and hereditary law-suits take the place 
of ancestral blood-feuds. If the transition from one 
state of society to another in modern India were not 
sudden but gradual and slow, as it universally was 
in the old Aryan world, we should see the battle with 
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technicalities going on in Court at the same time that 
the battle was waged out of Court with sword and 
matchlock. 

When, however, we are considering the place in 
legal history of the old Irish Law of Distress, the 
point to which we have to attend is not so much the 
mere existence of Courts of Justice as the effective- 
ness of their process, or in other words the degree in 
which they command the public force of the Common- 
wealth. 1 think I have shown it to be probable that, 
in proportion as Courts grow stronger, they first take 
under their control the barbarous practice of making 
reprisals on a wrongdoer by seizing his property, and 
ultimately they absorb it into their own procedure. 
Now, the Irish Law of Distress belongs in one respect 
to a very enrly stage in tliis course of development, 
since it is even more completely extrajudicial than 
is that fragment of the primitive barbarous remedy 
which has survived among ourselves. On the other 
hand, there are several particulars in which it is not 
more but distinctly less archaic than the English 
Common law. The ‘ Notice ’ to the defendant, for 
which it provides — the ‘ Stay,’ or temporary retention 
of the goods by the owner, subject to a lien — the wit- 
nesses who have to be present, and the skilled legal ad- 
viser who has to attend throughout the proceedings — 
belong to a range of ideas greatly more advanced than 
that under which all these precautions are dispensed 
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with. Even stronger evidence of maturity is furnished 
by the almost inconceivable multitude of rules and 
distinctions which the Senchus Mor applies to every 
part of the proceedings ; and our o^vn experience shows 
that the most remarkable feature of the old Irish 
law, the forfeiture of the property taken in distress 
when the original debt and the expenses of custody 
come up to its full value, has its place among the 
latest improvements in jurisprudence. 

Whatever, then, be the truth as to the Ireland of 
the golden age, these characteristics of the Irish Law of 
Distress leave on my mind a very distinct impression 
that it was brought to the shape in which we find it 
amid a society in which the action of Courts of Jus- 
tice was feeble and intermittent. It says much for 
the spirit of equity and reasonableness which animated 
the Brehon lawyers who gave it its form, and much 
also for their ingenuity, hut suggests that they relied 
little on the assistance of Courts and directed their 
efforts to making the most of a remedy which was 
almost wholly extrajudicial. The comparison of the 
Teutonic laws shows that they had a basis of Aryan 
custom to work upon; but, while in other communities 
the superstructure on this foundation was the work 
of Courts ever feeling themselves stronger, in Ireland 
it seems to have been the work of lawyers dependent 
in the main for the usefulness of their labours on 
popular respect for their order. I do not affect to 
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say how the ancient law of Ireland is to be fitted to 
the ancient history. It may be that the picture of 
judicial organisation found in some law-tracts is, 
like the description of private law found in others, 
rather a representation of what ought to be than of 
what is or has been. It may be also that the law 
laid down in the Senchus Mor is of much later date 
than the compilers of that tract pretend, and that 
therefore it received its shape in times of disturb- 
ance and confusion. 15ut I cannot believe that it ever 
synchronised with a period of judicial activity and 
efficiency. 

From what I have said I think you Avill have 
collected the chief points of difference between the 
Irish Law of Distress, as laid doAvn in the Senchus 
Mor, and the English Common Law of Distress, as de- 
clared bv the earliest authorities which our Courts 
•/ 

recognise. Both had tlie same origin, but the Irish 
distraint was an universal, highly developed proceed- 
ing employed in enforcing all kinds of demands, 
while the corresponding English remedy, though 
much less carefully guarded by express rules, was 
confined to a very limited and special class of cases. 
T have a melancholy reason for calling your attention 
to the contrasc. Edmund Spenser has spoken of it, 
in his ‘ View of the State of Ireland,’ and here is the 
passage : — 

‘ There are one or two statutes which make the 
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wrongful distraining of any man's goods against the 
forme of Common Law to be fellony. The which 
statutes seeme surely to have been at first meant for 
the good of the realme, and for restrayning of a foul 
abuse, which then reigned commonly among that 
people, and yet is not altogether laide ; that, wlieii 
anyone was indebted to anotlier, lie would first de- 
mand his debt, and, if he were not paid, he would 
straight go and take a distress of his gocxls and 
cattell, where he could find them to the value; which 
he would keep till he were satisfied ; and this the simple 
churl (as they call him) doth commonly use to doe 
yet through ignorance of his misdoing, or evil use 
that hath long settled among them. But this, though 
it be sure most unlawful, yet surely me seems it is 
too hard to make it death, since there is no purpose 
in the party to steal the other’s goods, or to conceal the 
distress, but he doeth it openly for the most part before 
witnesses. And again the same statutes are so slackly 
penned (besides there is one so unsensibly contrjwed 
that it scarcely carryeth any reason in it) that they 
are often and very easily wrested to the fraude of 
the subject, as if one going to distrayne upon his own 
land or tenement, where lawfully he may, yet if in 
doing thereof he transgresse the least point of the 
Common Law, he straight committeth fellony. Or 
if one by any other occasion take any thing from 
another, as boyes sometimes cap one another, the 
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Spenser goes on, in a passage which I need not 
<}UOte in full, to account for these statutes by a 
special provision in the charters of most of the Anglo- 
Irish corporate towns. The English law had not 
currency, he tells us, beyond the walls, and the bur- 
gesses had the power conferred on them of distraining 
tlie goods of any Irishman staying in the town or 
passing through it, for any debt whatsoever. He 
suggests that the Irish population outside was led in 
this way to suppose it lawful to distrain the property 
of the townspeople. The explanation, if true, would 
be sad enough, but we know that it cannot convey 
the whole truth, and the real story is still sadder. 
The Irisli used the remedy of distress because they 
knew no other remedy, and the English made it a 
capital f'lony in an Irishman to follow the only law 
with which lie w^as acquainted. Nay, those very sub- 
tleties of old Englisli law which, as Blackstone says, 
made the taking of distress ‘ a hazardous sort of pro- 
ceeding ^ to the civil distrainor, might bring an Irish- 
man to tlie gallows, if in conscientiously attempting 
to carry out the foreign law he fell into the smallest 
mistake. It is some small consolation to be able, as 
one result of the inquiries we have been prosecuting, 
to put aside as worthless the easy justification of 
those who pass over these cruelties as part of the 
inevitable struggle between men of different races. 
Both the Irish law, which it w^as a capital crime to 
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obey, and the ^English law, which it was a capital 
crime to blunder in olx^ying, were undoubtedly de- 
scended from the same body of usage once univer- 
sally practised by the forefatliers of both Saxon and 
Celt. 

Among the writers who have recognised the strong 
affinities connecting the English and Irish Law of 
Distress, I find it difficult to distinguisli between 
those who believe in the direct derivation of the 
English law from pre-existing Celtic customs com- 
mon to Britain and Ireland, and those wlio see a 
sufficient explanation of the resemblances between 
the two sets of rules in their common j)arentage. I 
am not at all prepared to deny that recent researches, 
and particularly those into old French cusloraary 
law, render it easier to believe than it once was that 
portions of primitive or aboriginal custom sur- 
vive the most desolating conquests. But I need 
scarcely say that the hypothesis of the direct descent 
of any considerable branch of hhiglisli law from 
British usage is beset by extraordinary difficulties, 
of which not the least is the curiously strong case 
which may also be made out for tlie purely lioman 
origin of a good many institutions and rules which 
we are used to consider purely English and Germanic. 
On this last point a very interesting little volume, 
which has attracted too little notice, Mr. Ooote's 
‘Neglected Fact in English History,' may be read 
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with advantage, and should be compared with rthe 
reply to its arguments, on the whole a successful 
one, which Mr. Freeman published in ‘ Macmillan’s 
Magazine’ for July, 1870. The true rival of all 
these theories of the derivation of one body of custom 
from another is, of course, the theory of the common 
descent of all from an original basis of usage which 
we must, provisionally at all events, call Aryan. Con- 
fining ourselves to the practice which we have been 
investigating, the remedy for supposed wrong by 
distress, if there could be a doubt of its being a 
legacy from the primitive Aryan usages, it would be 
removed by the remarkable detail which connects the 
Irish with the Hindoo law. The Irish rules of dis- 
traint very strongly resemble the English rules, less 
strongly resemble the Continental Teutonic rules, 
but they include one rule not found in any Teutonic 
Code, almost unintelligible in the Irish system, but 
known to govern conduct even at this hour all over 
the East, where its meaning is perfectly clear. This 
is the rule that a creditor who requires pajrment from 
a debtor of higher rank than himself shall ^ fast upon 
him.’ What possible explanation will cover all the 
fact except that the primitive Aryans bequeathed the 
remedy of distress to the commimities which sprang 
from them, and that varieties of detail have been pro- 
duced by what Dr. Sullivan, in his Introduction, has 
happily called dynamical influences? 
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• Here is the leading provision of the Senchus Mor 
on the subject (i. 113): — 

‘ Notice precedes every distress in the case of the 
inferior grades except it be by persons of distinction 
or upon persons of distinction. Fasting precedes 
distress in their case. He who does not give a pledge 
to fasting is an evader of all ; he who disregards all 
things shall not be paid by God or man.’ 

Mr. Whitley Stokes was the first, I believe, to 
point out that the institution here referred to was 
identical with a practice diffused over tl)e whole East, 
and called by the Hindoos ‘ sitting dliarna.’ I will 
presently read you a passage in which the proceed- 
ing is described as it was found in India before th(‘ 
British Government, which has always regarded it as 
an abuse, had gone far in its efforts to suppress it. 
But perhaps the most striking examples of the ancient 
custom are to be found at this day in l^ersia, where 
am told) a man intending to enfoice payment of a 
demand by fasting begins by sowing some barley at 
his debtor^s door and sitting down in the middle. 
The symbolism is plain enough. The creditor means 
that he will stay where he is without food, either 
until he is paid or until the barley-seed grows up and 
gives him bread to eat. 

The corresponding Indian practice is known, 1 
before stated, as ‘ sitting dharna ’ — dharna^ according 
the better opinion, being exactly equivalent to the 
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Roman ‘capio,’ and meaning ‘detention’ or ‘arrest,’ 
Among the methods of enforcing payment of a debt 
described in the collection of rules attributed to the 
semi-divine legislator, Manu (viii. 49), is one which 
Sir William Jones renders ‘ the mediation of friends ; ’ 
but more recent Sanscrit scholars assert that the ex- 
pression of the original text signifies ‘ dharna.’ And 
in the Vyavahara Mayukha, a Brahminical law-book 
of much authority, Brihaspiti, a juridical writer some- 
times classed with Manu, is cited as enumerating, 
among the lawful modes of compulsion by which the 
debtor can be made to pay, ‘ confining his wife, his 
son, or his cattle, or watching constantly at his door.’ 
This remarkable passage not only connects Hindoo 
law with Irish law through the reference to ‘ watch- 
ing constantly at the door,’ but it connects it also 
with the Teutonic, and among them with the Eng- 
lish bodies of custom, by speaking of the distraint 
of cattle as a method of enforcing a demand. We 
have not in the Western Avorld, so far as I am aware, 
any example of so strong a form of distress as seizing 
a man’s wife or children, but it is somewhat curious 
that we have evidence of its having been common in 
ancient Ireland to give a son as a pledge to the cre- 
ditor for the purpose of releasing the distrained 
property. 

Lord Teignmouth has left us a description (in 
Forbes’ ‘ Oriental Memoirs,’ ii. 25) of the form winch 
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the i watching constantly at the door * of Brihaspiti 
had assumed in British India before the end of tlie 
last century : ‘ The inviolability of the Brahmin is a 
fixed principle with the Hindoos, and to deprive him 
of life, either by direct violence or by causing his 
death in any mode, is a crime which admits of no 
expiation. To this principle may be traced the prac- 
tice called dharna, which may be translated ^ caption 
or arrest. It is used by the Brahmins to gain a 
point which cannot be accomplished by any other 
means, and the process is as follows : The Brahmin 
who adopts this expedient for the pur[)06e mentioned 
})roceeds to the door or house of the person against 
whom it is directed, or wherever he may most con- 
veniently arrest him ; he then sits down in dharna 
with poison or a poignard or some other instrument 
of suicide in his hand, and threatening to nse it if his 
adversary should attempt to molest or pass him, he 
thus completely arrests him. In this situation the 
Brahmin fasts, and by the rigour of 'the etiquette the 
unfortunate object of his arrest ought to fast also, 
and thus they both remain till the institutor of the 
dlutrna obtains satisfaction. In this, as he seldom 
makes the attempt without the resolution to perse- 
vere, he rarely fails ; for if the party thus arrested 
were to suffer the Brahmin sitting in dharna to 
Irish by hunger, the sin would for ever lie ujx)n 
fis head. This practice has been less frequent of 
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late years, since the institution of the Court of J us- 
tice at Benares in 1793 ; but the interference of the 
Court and even of the Resident has occasionally 
proved insufficient to check it.' 

You Av^ill observe that the old Brahminical writer 
merely speaks of confining a man to his house by 
‘ watcliing constantly at the door ’ as one among 
several modes of extorting satisfaction. He classes 
it with forms of distraint more intelligible to us — ^the 
seizure of the debtor’s cattle, of his wife, or of his 
child. Though the ancient rule has not descended to 
us along with its original context, we need not doubt 
that even in the earliest times it was enforced by a 
supernatural sanction, since every violation of the 
lirahminical Code was regarded by its authors not 
only as a civil offence but as a sin. Thus a Brahmin 
might quite well be conceived as saying with the 
writer in the Senchus Mor, ‘ He who does not give a 
pledge to fasting is an evader of all ; he who dis- 
regards all things shall not be paid by God or man.’ 
Many centuries then elapse, which it would be vain 
to calculate, and almost in our own day we find the 
ancient usage practised in India, but with modifica- 
tions corresponding to a great deal of change which 
is suspected to have occurred in Hindoo theology. 
The indefinite supernatural penalty has become the 
definite supernatural penalty incurred by destroying 
life, and particularly human life. The creditor not 
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only ‘watches at the door,’ but kills himself by 
poison or dagger if the arrest is broken, or by starva- 
tion if payment is too long delayed. Finally, we 
have the practice described by I^ord Teignmouth as 
one peculiarly or exclusively resorted to by Bnili- 
mins. The sanctity of Brahminical life has now in 
fact pretty much taken, in Hindoo idea, the place once 
occupied by the sanctity of human life, and ‘ sitting 
dhama,’ when the English law first endeavoured to 
suppress it, was understood to be a special mode of 
oppression practised by Brahmins for a consideration 
in mone 5 \ This is the view taken of it by the 
Indian Penal Code, which condemns it in the follow- 
ing terms (s. 508): — 

‘ Whoever voluntarily causes . . . any person to 
do anything which that person is not legally bound 
to do . , . by inducing . . . tliat person to believe 
that he . . . will become by some act of the offender 
an object of Divine displeasure, if he does not do the 
thing which it is the object of the offender to cause 
him to do . . . shall be jiunished with imprisonment, 

It seems to me that a reasonable explanation may 
be given of the origin of these jiractices which now 
seem so strange. Let us not forget that all forms of 
istress, the seizure of wife, child, or cattle, even 
en wholly unregulated by law, were improvements 
older custom. The primitive proceeding was 
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undoubtedly the unceremonious, unannounced, attack 
of the tribe or the man stung by injury on the tribe 
or the man who had inflicted it. Any expedient by 
which sudden plunder or slaughter was adjourned 
or prevented was an advantage even to barbarous 
society. Thus, it was a gain to mankind as a whole 
when its priests and leaders began to encourage the 
seizure of property or family, not for the purpose of 
permanent appropriation, but with a view to what we 
should now not hesitate to call extortion. Similarly, 
it was a step forwards when men learned to pause 
before attacking instead of attacking at once. We 
are told, in the Compendium of Kafir Laws and 
Customs published by Mr. Dugmore and other mis- 
sionaries (p. 38), that the regular procedure of a 
Kafir law-suit simulates an expedition in force of 
the plaintiff and his friends against the village to 
which the defendant belongs. ‘ On their arrival they 
sit down together in some conspicuous position and 
await quietly the result of their presence. This 
... is the signal for mustering all the adult male 
residents that are forthcoming. Tliese accordingly 
assemble and also sit down within conversing dis- 
tance.’ After long silence a conversation ensues, 
and the proceeding, which is a perfectly peaceable 
one, is ' continued by a long series of technical for- 
malities and intricate pleadings. This silent pause o' 
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the attacking party is an early form of Notice, in 
itself one of the most valuable of institutions ; and 
with it is connected another primitive contrivance, 
shutting a man up in his house till he gives satisfac- 
tion, instead of setting on him at once. A very 
striking illustration of it is found in a law of Alfi*ed, 
familiar to historical scholars (Kemble, ‘ Saxons,’ i. 
272 ; Thorpe, •Ancient Laws,’ i. 91): — 

‘ Let the man who knows his foe to be home- 
sitting fight not before he have demanded justice of 
him. If he have power to beset his foe and besiege 
him in his house, let him keep him there for seven 
days but not attack him if he will remain indoors. 
If then, after seven days, he be willing to surrender 
and give up his weapons, let him be kept safe for 
thirty days, and let notice be given to his kinsmen 
and friends. But if the jdaintifl' have not ])ower of‘ 
his own, let him ride to the Ealdorman, and, if the 
Ealdorrnan will not aid liim, let him ride to the King 
before he fights.’ The ])assage ends with a provision 
of which the spirit, strange to say, survives in the 
modern Code making the loudest claim to civilised 
principle, the Code Napoleon {Code Pemd^ s. 324), 
to the effect that if the man who is homesitting be 
really shut up in his house with the complainant’s 
^ife, daughter, or sister, he may be attacked and 
led without ceremony. 

The object of the Law of Alfred is plainly the 
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same with that aimed at by the ancient rule of 
Brihaspiti. The man who, if nature had her way, 
would be slain at once, is shut up in his house but 
left otherwise unharmed till he or his kinsmen pay 
the debt or compound for the money. The English 
rule is to be enforced by the civil power, the Ealdor- 
mnn or the King ; the Hindoo Brahminical rule by 
the fear of punishment in another world. The Irish 
law-tract retains the Brahminical rule as an alterna- 
tive in certain cases to Notice. But an institution 
which was perfectly intelligible in a society which 
included an order of lawyers who were also priests 
has lost all meaning when this society has been 
introduced by Christianity to u wholly new set of 
religious ideas. 

The course of our enquiry has led us backwards 
and forwards between the extreme Easterly and the 
extreme Westerly branches of the Aryan race. Let 
me now add one word to connect the Eastern usage 
with the most ancient law of the community which 
once occupied with its government nearly the whole 
space between the two. ‘ Sitting dharna,’ placed 
under the ban of British lavv, chiefly survives in 
British India in an exaggerated air of sufiering worn 
by the creditor who comes to ask a debtor of higher 
rank for payment, and who is told to wait. But it is 
still common in the Native Indian States, and there.^ 
it is pre-eminently an expedient resorted to by soldier] 
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to obtain arrears of pay. You will remember that 
the ‘ pignoris capio ’ of the Romans is stated by Gaius 
to have survived as a remedy in two classes of cases, 
one of them being the default of a military pay- 
master. 
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LECTURE XI. 

THE EAKLY HISTORY OF THE SETTLED PROPEHTY 01 

MARRIED WOMEN. 

The subject on which I am about to speak may per 
liaps convey one lesson. It may serve as a cautio' 
against the lax employment of the words ‘ ancient 
and ‘ modern.’ There are few persons, I suppose, wh( 
approaching the Settled Property of Mairied Wome 
without previous knowledge of its history, would n 
pronounce it one of the most modern of subjects, 
has given rise to vehement controversy in our o\ 
day; some of the questions which it suggests are r 
yet solved ; and there are many here, I dare say, w 
believe that they remeirber the first dawn of son 
ideas on these questions. Yet, as a matter of ff 
the discussion of the settled property of man 
women is a very old discussion. I do not indeed i 
considering the vast antiquity now claimed for 
Human race, that our very first forefathers trou’ 
themselves about the matter; but nothing car 
more certain than that very soon after those divis 
nf mankind which were destined to ultimate great 
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are seen in possession of the institution which was 
the one condition of their progress to civilisation — 
the Family — they are discerned grappling with the 
very same problem, no doubt in an early form, which 
we ourselves have hardly yet succeeded in solving. 
This assertion, I may observe, is less incredible to a 
Frenchman, or indeed to a citizen of any Continental 
State, than it is possibly to an Knglishinan. The law 
of the Continent on the proprietary relations of hus- 
band and wife is in the main Kornan law, very slightly 

transmuted ; and through the institutions of the Ro- 

« 

mans the history of this branch of law may be traced 
to the earliest institutions of so much of the human 


race as has proved capable of civilisation. 

The Roman and H index) systems of law from 
which I propose to illustrate iny subject arc very 
far indeed from being the only sources from which 
information can be gathered concerning the infancy 
of mankind, or even conce^ning^ the Aryan race 
of men. But the evidence supplied by each of 
tlicm is highly authentic, and, while both of them 
run back to 'what may fairly be called a vast an- 
ticpiity, they both assume at their starting-point the 
existence of the institution, by no means apparently 
universal among savage men, out of which, as I said, 
all civilisation has grown — the Family. I need 
K^arcely add that, even for historical purposes, their 
due is very unequal. 
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There is no history so long, so continuous, and 
0 authentic as that of the Roman Law ; and yet it is 
lot a little remarkable that till about half a century 
igo it was systematically treated, except by a small 
ninority of jurists, as if it had no history at all. This 
was a consequence of its great juridical perfection. 
Let me pause to observe that, considering the time 
and pains spent in acquiring the Latin language, 
it is much to be regretted that so little is known 
of the chief branch of Latin literature. For it is 
really so expressed, and so put together, as to 
deserve the name of literature. Moreover, it was 
the only literature of the Romans which has any 
claim to originality ; it was the only part of their 
literature in which the Romans themselves took 
any strong interest ; and it is the one part which 
has profoundly influenced modem thought. One 
result, however, of its symmetry and lucidity was 
that it was long regarded as a birth of pure in- 
tellect, produced, so to speak, at a single effort. Those 
who attempted to construct a history for it were few, 
and not of the highest credit. But it happened that 
in 1810, the great German historian, Niebuhr, travel- 
ling in Italy, had his attention attracted at Verona 
to a manuscript of one of the Fathei’s, under the let- 
ters of which ancient writing appeared. This manu 
script, when deciphered, proved to be a nearly perfect 
copy of an educational work, written in the second 
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century of our era, for young Roman students of law, 
by one of the most famous of Roman lawyers, Gaius 
or Caius. At that period Roman jurisprudence re- 
tained enough of the traces of its most ancient state 
for it to be necessary that they should be explained 
to young readers by the author of such a treatise ; 
and it thus became pos.sible to reconstruct, from the 
book of Gaius, the whole jiast history of Roman law 
with some completeness. Certainly, M’ithout Nie- 
buhr’s discovery the subject of this lecture could 
never have been understood, or its original outline 
restored. 

Hindoo law, which I have placed by the side of 
Roman law, calls assuredly for no eulogy. It is full 
of monstrous iniquities, and has been perverted in all 
directions by priestly influence. Rut then a great 
deal of it is undoubtedly of [wodigious antiquity, and, 
what is more important, we can see this ancient law 
in operation before our eyes. Rritish legislation has 
corrected some of its excesses, but its ])rinciplc8 are 
untouched, and are still left to produce some of their 
results. French law, as I said, is Koinun law a little 
altered, but then it i.s the Roman law in its matured, 
developed, and refined condition, and the ancient in- 
stitutions of the Romans are only seen through it 
imly. Rut some of the institutions which the 
‘ tmans and Hindoos once had in common may be 
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seen actually flourishing in India, under the protec- 
tion of English Courts of Justice. 

The two societies, Roman and Hindoo, which I 
take up for examination, with the view of determining 
some of their earliest ideas concerning the property 
of women, are seen to be formed at what for practical 
purposes is the earliest stage of their history, by the 
multiplication of a particular unit or group, the Pa- 
triarchal Family. There has been much speculation 
of late among writers belonging to the school of so- 
called pre-historic inquiry as to the place in the his- 
tory of human society to which this peculiar group, 
the Patriarchal Family, is entitled. Whether, how- 
ever, it has existed universally from all time — whether 
it has existed from all time only in certain races — 
or whether in the races among whose institutions it 
appears, it has been formed by slow and gradual 
development — it has, everywhere, where we find it, 
the same character and composition. The group 
consists of animate and inanimate property, of wife, 
children, slaves, land, and goods, all held together by 
subjection to the despotic authority of the eldest male 
of the eldest ascending line, the father, grandfather, 
or even more remote ancestor. The force which 
binds the group together is Power. A child adopted 
into the Patriarchal family belongs to it as perfectly 
as the child natui’ally born into it, and a child who 
severs his connection with it is lost to it alto- 
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gether. All the larger groups which make up the 
primitive societies in which the Patriarchal family 
occurs, are seen to be multiplications of it, and to 
be, in fact, themselves more or less formed on its 
model. \ 

But, when first we view the Patriarchal Family 
through perfectly trustworthy evidence, it is already 
in a state of decay. The emancipation or enfi'anchise- 
inent of male children from parental power by the 
parents’ voluntary act has become a recognised usage, 
and is one among several practices which testify a 
relaxation of tlie stricter ideas of a more remote anti- 
quity. Confining our attention to women, we find 
tliat they have begun to inherit a share of the pro- 
perty of the family concurrently with their male 
relatives ; but their share appeal’s, from several indi- 
cations, to have been smaller, and they are still 
controlled both in the enjoyment of it and in the 

A* 

disposal. Here, however, we come upon the first 
trace of a distinction which runs through all legal 
history. Unmarried women, originally in no diflfer- 
ent position from married wonien, acquire at first a 
much higher degree of proprietary independence. The 
unmarried woman is for life under the guardianship 
of her male relatives, whose primitive duty was mani- 
festly to prevent her alienating or wasting her posses- 
ions, and to secure the ultimate reversion of these 
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to the family to whose domain those pos- 
sessions had belonged. But the |x>wer8 of the guar* 
dians are undergoing slow dissolution through the two 
great sapping agencies of jurisprudence, Legal Fictions 
and Equity. To those who are alive to the permanence 
of certain legal phenomena there is no more interest- 
ing jiassage in ancient law than that in which the old 
lawyer Gains describes the curious forms with which 
the guardian 8 powers were transferred to a trustee, 
whose trust was to exercise them at the pleasure of 
the ward. Meantime, there can be no reasonable 
doubt that among the Romans, who alone supply us 
with a continuous history of this branch of jurispru- 
dence, the great majority of women became by mar- 
riage, as all women had originally become, the 
daughters of their husbands. The Family was 
basc^d, less ujmjii actual relationship than upon power, 
and the husband acquired over his wife the same de- 
HjK)tic |X)wer which the father had over his children. 
There can be no question that, in strict pursuance of 
this conception of marriage, all the wife's property 

t 

passed at first absolutely to the husband, and became 
fused with the domain of the new family; and at this 
point begins, in any reasonable sense of the words, 
the early history of the property of marrieil women. 

The first sign of change is furnished by the em- 
ployment of a peculiar term to indicate the relation 
of husband to wife, as diftercnt from the relation of 
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fttilier to child, or muster to slave. Tlie term, a 
fumous one in legal liistory, is tnanuSj the Latin word 
for ‘ hand/ and the wife was said convetiive vi manuui^ 
to come under the hand of her husband, I have 
elsewhere expressed u conjectural opinion that this 
rd manus or hand, was at first the sole general 
!enn for patriarclnil power among the Romans, and 
:hat it became confined to one form of that |>ower by 
i process of s{>eciuUsation easily observable in the 
histor) of language. The allotment of {)articular 
munes to sj)ecial idetw which gradually disengage 
themselves from a general idea is apparently deter- 
mined by accident. We cuimut give a reason, other 
than mere chance, why power over a wife shouhl have 
retained the name of tttanus^ why jiower over a child 
should have obtained another name, jfokstas^ why 
jK)wer over sluves and inanimate property should in 
later times be called doHtiniiittt. Rut, although the 
transformation of meanings be axpricious, the process 
of specialisation is a permanent phenomenon, in the 
highest degree important and worthy of observation. 
When once this sjx*cialisution has in any case been 
effected I venture to say that there can be no accu- 
rate historical vision for him who will not, in mental 
contemplation, re-combine the separated elements. 
Taking the conceptions which have tlieiiv root in 
I family relation — w'hat wx* call property, what we 
marital right, wliat we call [>arental authority, 



I’EIMITIVE BLENDING OF NOTIONS. ' tMCt. xi. 


were all originally blended in the general conception 
of patriarchal power. If, leaving the Family, we 
pass on to the group which stands next above it 
in the primitive organisation of society — that com- 
bination of families, in a larger aggregate, for which 
at present I have no better name than Village 
Community — we find it impossible to understand 
the extant examples of it, unless we recognise that, 
in the infancy of ideas, legislative, judicial, executive, 
and administrative power are not distinguished, but 
considered as one and the same. There is no distinc- 
tion drawn in the mind between passing a law, affirm- 
ing a rule, trying an offender, carrying out the 
sentence, or prescribing a set of directions to a 
communal functionary. All these are regarded as 
exercises of an identical power lodged with some 
depositary or body of depositaries. When these 
communities become blended in the larger groups 
which are conveniently called political, the re-com- 
bination of ideas originally blended becomes infinitely 
more difficult, and, when successfully effected, is 
among the greatest achievements of historical insight. 
But I venture to say that, whether we look to that 
immortal system of village communities which be- 
came the Greek or Hellenic world — or that famous 
group of village-communities on the Tiber, which, 
grown into a legislating empire, has influenced the 
destinies of mankind far more by altering their 
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result was only not the same in the two cases because 
the shades of power had now been discriminated, and 
paternal authority had become different from the 
lordship of the master over the slave. In order, 
however, that acquisition by Usucapion might be 
consummated, the possession must be continuous; 
there was no Usucapion where the possession had 
been interrujJted — where, to use the technical phrase 
(which has had rather a distinguished history), there 
had been usurpation, the breaking of usus or enjoy- 
ment. It was possible, therefore, for the wife, by 
absenting herself for a definite period from her hus- 
band’s domicile, to protect herself from his acquisition 
of paternal power over her person and property. The 
exact duration of the absence necessary to defeat the 
Usucapion — three days and three nights — is provided 
for in the ancient Koinan Code, the Twelve Tables, 
and doubtless the appearance of such a rule in so 
early a monument of legislation is not a little re- 
mai’kable. It is extremely likely, as several writers 
on the ancient law conjectured, that the object of the 
provision was to clear up a doubt, and to declare with 
certainty what period of absence was necessary to 
legalise an existing practice. But it would never do 
to suppose that the practice was common, or rapidly 
became common. In this, as in several other cases, 
it is probable that the want of qualification in the 
clause of the Twelve Tables is to be explained b 



LBCT. ZI. 


•NEWER BOHAN MABBIAOB. 


317 


the reliance of the legislator on custom, opinion, or 
religious feeling to prevent the abuse of his legis- 
lation. The wife who saved herself from coming 
under marital authority no doubt had the legal status 
of wife, but the Latin antiquaries evidently believed 
that her position was not at first held to be- respec- 
table. By the time of Gains, however, any associa- 
tion of imperfect respectability with the newer form 
of marriage was decaying or had perished ; and, in 
fact, we know that marriage, ‘ without coming under 
the hand,’ became the ordinary Roman marriage, and 
that the relation of husband and wife became a 
voluntary conjugal society, terminable at the pleasure 
of either party by divorce. It was with the state of 
conjugal relations thus produced that the growing 
Christianity of the Roman world waged a war ever 
increasing in fierceness; yet it remained to the last 
the basis of the Roman legal conception of marriage, 
and to a certain extent it even colours the Canon law 
founded though it be, on the whole, on the sacra- 
mental view of marriage. 

For our present purpose it is necessary to regard 
this newer marriage just when it had superseded the 
ancient and stricter usages of wedlock, and just before 
it began to be modified by the modern and much 
severer principles of the Christian community. For 
at this point in the history of marriage we come upon 
the beginnings of that system of settling the property 
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of married women which has supplied the greatest 
part of Continental Europe with its law of marriage 
settlement. It appears an immediate consequence 
from thoroughly ascertained legal principles that, as 
soon as the wife ceased to pass by marriage into her 
husband’s family, and to become in law his daughter, 
her property would no longer be transferred to him. 
In the earlier period of Roman law, this property, 
present and prospective, would have remained with 
her own family, and, if she was no longer under 
direct parental authority, would have been admin- 
istered by her guardians for the behoof of her male 
relatives. As we know, however, and as I be- 
fore stated, the power of guardians was gradually 
reduced to a shadow. The legal result would seem 
to have been that the woman would be placed in the 
same position as a French wife at this day under what 
the French Code calls the regime of biens separes^ or 
as an English wife whose property has been secured 
to her separate use by an appropriate marriage set- 
tlement or by the operation of the new Married 
Women’s Property Act. But, though this was the 
legal consequence, it would be a social anachronism 
to assume that in practice it followed rapidly or gen- 
erally. The original object of the marriage ‘without 
coming under the hand’ was doubtless to prevent 
the acquisition of excessive proprietary power by the 
husband, not to deprive him of all such power, and 
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indeed the legal result of this marriage, unless prac- 
tically qualified in some way, would unquestionably 
have been far in advance of social feeling. Here, 
then, we come upon an institution which, of all purely 
artificial institutions, has had perhaps the longest and 
the most important history. This is the or dotal 
estate, something very different from our Mower.’ 
It has become the dot of French law, and is the 
favourite form of settling the property of married 
women all' over the Continent of Europe. It is a 
contribution by the wife’s family, or by the wife her- 
self, intended to assist the husband in bearing the 
expenses of the conjugal household. Only the 
revenue belonged to the husband, and many minute 
rules, which need not be specified here, prevented 
him from spending it on objects foreign to the pur- 
pose of the settlement. The corpus or capital of the 
settled property was, among the Romans (as now in 
France), incapable of alienation, unless with the 
permission of a court of justice. If any part of the 
wife’s property was not settled on her as dos^ it 
became her paraphema, Parapherna moans some- 
thing very different from our ‘ paraphernalia,’ and is 
the hiens separh of French law. It was that portion 
pf a wife’s property which was held by her under 
e strict law applicable to a woman marrying, with- 
out ‘ coming under the hand.’ The authority of her 
guardians having died out, and this part of her pro- 
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perty not having, by the assumption, been conveyed 
to the husband as dos, it remained under her exclu- 
sive control, and at her exclusive disposal. It is only 
quite recently, under the Married Women’s Property 
Act, that wc have arrived at a similar, institution, 
since money settled to a wife’s separate use, though 
practically the same thing, required a settlement to 
create it. 

I have now abridged g very long, and, in some 
portions, a very intricate history. The Roman law 
began by giving all the wife’s property to the hus- 
band, because she was assumed to be, in law, his 
daughter. It ended in having for its general rule 
that all the wife’s propert}' was under her o^vn con- 
trol, save when a part of it had been converted by 
settlement into a fund for contributing to the ex- 
penses of the conjugal household. But, no doubt, 
the exception to the general rule was the ordinary 
practice. In all respectable households, as now on 
the Continent, there was a settlement by way of dos. 
Not that we are to suppose there was among the 
Romans any such form of contract as we are accus- 
tomed to under the name of Marriage Settlement. 
The mechanism was infinitely simpler. A few words 
on paper would suffice to bring any part of the wife’s 
property under the well-ascertained rules supplied by 
the written law for dotal settlements, and nothing 
more than these words would be needed, unless the 
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persons marrying wished to vary the provisions of 
the law by express agreement. This simple, but 
most admirable, contrivance of having, so to speak, 
model settlements set forth ready made in the law, 
which m^y be adopted or not at pleasure, charac* 
terises the French Code Napol4on, and it was in* 
herited by the French from the Romans. 

Warning you that the account which I have given 
you of the transitions through which the Roman law 
of settled property passed, is, from the necessity of 
the case, fragmentary, I jmss to the evidence of early 
ideas on our subject which is contained in the Hindoo 
law. The settled property of a married woman, in- 
capable of alienation by her husband, is well-known 
to the Hindoos under the name of Stridhan. It is 
certainly a remarkable fact that the institution seems 
to have been developed among th'? Hindoos at a 
period relatively much earlier than among the Ro- 
mans. But instead of being matured and improved, 
as it was in the Western society, there is reason to 
think that in the East, under various influences 
which may partly be traced, it has gradually been 
reduced to dimensions and importance far inferior 
to those which at one time belonged to it. 

The definition of Stridhan, or ‘ woman’s property,’ 
pven in one of the oldest and. most authoritative of 
he Hindoo juridical treatises, the Mitakshara, is as 
bllows ; ‘ That which is given (to the wife) by the 
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lather, the mother, the husband, or a brother, at the 
time of the wedding, before the nuptial fire/ Up to 
this point, the doctrine has the concurrence of aU the 
schools of Hindoo law, but the compiler of the Mitak- 
shara adds a proposition not found elsewhere : ‘ also 
property which she may have acquired by inheritance, 
purchase, partition, seizure, or finding, is denomi- 
nated by Manu and the others “woman’s pro- 
perty.’” (Mitakshara, xi. 2.) These words, attri- 
buted, you see, to the mythical legislator, Manu, 
have excited the most vehement controversies among 
later Brahminical commentators, and have caused 
considerable perplexity to Anglo-Indian Judges, 
bound as they are to elicit consistent doctrine fi^m 
the Hindoo legal texts. ‘ All the property which a 
woman may have acquired by inheritance, purchase, 
partition, seizure, or finding,’ is a comprehensive 
description of all the forms of property as defined by 
the modes of acquisition, and, if all this be Stridhan, 
it follows that the ancient Hindoo law secured to 
married women, in theory at all events, an even 
greater degree of proprietary independence t.ban 
that given to them by the modern English Married 
Women’s Property Act. No doubt there is much 
difficulty in understanding this. The existing Hin- 
doo written law, which is a mixed body of religious, 
moral, and legal ordinances, is pre-eminently distin- 
guished by the strictness with which it TnaintAinn a 
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number of obligations plainly traceable to the ancient 
despotism of the Family, and by its excessive harsh- 
ness to the personal and proprietary liberty of wo- 
men. Among the Aryan sub-races, the Hindoos 
may be as confidently asserted as the Romans to 
have had their society organised as a collection of 
patriarchally governed families. If, then, at any 
early period, the married woman had among the 
Hindoos her property altogether cnfiranchiscd from 
her husband’s control, it is not easy to give a reason 
why the obligations of the family despotism were 
relaxed in this one particular. In point of fact, there 
is no clue to the mystery so long as we confine our 
attention to the Hindoo law, and no course is open to 
a Judge except to take his stand on the one ancient 
authority I have quoted or to follow the great bulk 
of modem authorities who repudiate the doctrine of 
the Mitakshara on this point. The Anglo-Indian 
Courts have now substantially decided that Hindoo 
law (with the possible exception of that current in 
Western India) limits the Stridhan to property given 
to the wohian at her marriage either by her family 
or by her husband (‘ Madras High Court Reports,’ 
iii. 312). I think, however, that if we extend our 
examination to other bodies of Aryan custom, we may 
partly understand the amplitude which the Mitak- 
shara, one of the most archaic of Hindoo compendia, 
assigns to the Stridhan. A full enquiry would take 
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me much beyond the limits which I have proposed to 
myself in this Lecture, but its results would shortly 
be these. Among the Aryan communities as a whole, 
we find the earliest traces of the separate property of 
women in the widely difiused ancient institution 
known as the Bride-Price. Part of this price, which 
was paid by the bridegroom either at the wedding or 
the day after it, went to the bride’s father as com- 
pensation for the Patriarchal or Family authority 
which was transferred to the husband, but another 
part went to the bride herself and was very generally 
enjoyed by her separately and kept apart from her 
husband’s property. It further appears that under a 
certain number of Aryan customs the proprietary 
rights of other kinds which women slowly acquired 
were assimilated to their rights in their portion of 
the Bride-Price, probably as being the only existing 
type of woman’s property. The exact extent of 
the separate ownership which the ancient Irish law 
allowed to married women is still uncertain, but un- 
doubtedly they had some power of dealing with their 
own property without the consent of their husbands, 
and this was one of the institutions expressly de- 
clared by the Judges to be illegal at the beginning 
of the seventeenth century. 

If then the Stridhm had a pre-historic origin in. 
the Bride-Price, its growth and decay become more 
inteUiginle. First of all it was property confeired 
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on the wife by the husband * at the nuptial fire,’ as 
the sacerdotal Hindoo lawyers express it. Next it 

A 

came to include what the Romans called the dos, 
property assigned to the wife at her marriage by her 
own family. The next stage may very well have 
been reached only in certain parts of India, and the 
rules relating to it may only have found their way 
into the doctrine of certain schools ; but still there is 
nothing contrary to the analogies of legal history in 
the extension of the Stridhan until it included all the 
property of a married woman. The really interesting 
question is how came the law to retreat after ap- 
parently advancing farther than the Middle Roman 
Law in the proprietary enfranchisement of w'oracn, 
and what are the causes of the strong hostility of the 
great majority of Hindoo lawyers to the text of the 
Mitakshara, of which the authority could not be 
wholly denied ? There are in fact clear indications 
of a sustained general effort on the part of the Brah- 
minical writers on mixed law and religion, to limit 
the privileges of women which they seem to have 
found recognised by older authorities. The attention 
of English and European students of the Hindoo 
law books was first attracted to this subject by a 
natural desire to scrutinise the sacred texts upon 
which the Brahmin learned were in the habit of in- 
sisting in defence of the abominable practice of Suttee 
or widow-burning. The discovery was soon made 
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that the oldest monuments of law and religion gave 
no countenance to the rite, and the conclusion was at 
once drawn that, even on Hindoo principles, it was 
itn unlawful innovation. This mode of reasoning 
undoubtedly gave comfort to many devout Hindoos, 
whom no secular argument could have reconciled to 
the abandonment of a custom of proved antiquity ; 
but still, in itself it was unsound. The disuse of all 
practices which a scholar could show to be relatively 
modern would dissolve the whole Hindoo system. 
These inquiries, pushed much farther, have shown 
that the Hindoo laws, religious and civil, have for 
centuries been undergoing transmutation, develop- 
ment, and, in some points, depravation at the hands 
of successive Brahminical expositors, and that no 
rules have been so uniformly changed — ^as we should 
say, for the worse — as those which affect the legal 
position of women. 

It will probably be conceded by all who have paid 
any attention to our subject, that the civilised so- 
cieties of the West, in steadily enlarging the personal 
and proprietary independence of women, and even in 
granting to them political privilege, are only follow- 
ing out still farther a law of development which they 
have been obeying for many centuries. The society, 
which once consisted of. compact families, has got ex- 
tremely near to the condition in which it will consist 
exclusively of individuals, when it has finally and 
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completely assimilated the legal position of women to 
the legal position of men. In addition to many other 
objections which may be urged against the common 
allegation that the legal disabilities of women are 
merely part of the tyranny of sex over sex, it is his- 
torically and philosophically valueless, as indeed are 
most propositions concerning classes so large as sexes. 
What really did exist is the despotism of groups over 
the members composing them. What really is being 
relaxed is the stringency of this despotism. Whether 
this relaxation is destined to end in utter dissolu- 
tion — ^whether, on the other hand, under the influence 
either of voluntary agreement or of imperative law, 
society is destined to crystallise in new forms — ^are 
questions upon which it is not now material to enter, 
even if there were any hope of solving them. All we 
need at present note is that the so-called eafranchise- 
ment of women is merely a phase of a process which 
has alfected very many other classes, the substitution 
of individual human beings for compact groups of 
human beings as the units of society. Now, it is true 
that in the legal institutions of the Hindoos (political 
institutions, I need scarcely say, for many centuries 
they have had none) the despotism of the family group 
over the men and women composing it is maintained 
in greater completeness than among any society of 
similar civilisation and culture. Yet there is abun- 
dant evidence that the emancipation of the individual 
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from the famUy had proceeded some way, e^ en before 
the country had come under the Western influences 
through the British dominion. If I were to give 
you the full proof of this, I should have to take you 
through much of the detail of Hindoo law. I will 
mention one indication of it, because fe'^ are aware 
that the peculiarity in question serves as a sort of 
test by which we can distinguish very ancient or un- 
developed from comparatively matured and developed 
law. 

All beginners in law have heard of the difference 
between distributing an inheritance per stirpes and 
distributing it per capita. A man has two sons, one 
of whom has eight children, and the other two. The 
grandfather dies, his two sons having died before 
him, and the grandfather’s property has to be divided 
between the grandchildren. If the division is per 
stirpes the stocks of the two sons will be kept sepa- 
rate, and one half of the inheritance will be distri- 
buted between the eight grandchildren, and the other 
half between the two. If the division is per capita 
the property will be. equally divided between the 
whole ten grandchildren, share and share alike. Now 
the tendency of matured and developed law is to give 
a decided preference to distribution per stirpeS' ; it is 
only with remote classes of relatives that it abandons 
the distinctions . between the stocks and distributes 
the property per capita. But in this, as in several 
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other particulars, very ancient and undeveloped law 
reverses the ideas of the modern jurist, and uniformly 
prefers distribution per capita, exactly equal division 
between all the surviving members of the family; and 
this is apparently on the principle that, all having been 
impartially subject to a despotism which knew no 
degrees, all ought to share equally on the dissolution 
of the community by the death of its chief. A pre- 
ference for division per eUrpes, a minute care for the 
preservation of the stocks, is in fact very strong evi- 
dence of the growth of a respect for individual in- 
terests inside the family, distinct from the interests 
of the family group as a whole. This is why the place 
given to distribution per stirpea shows that a given 
system of law has undergone development, and it so 
happens that this place is very large in Hindoo law, 
which is extremely careful of the distinction between 
stocks, and maintains them through long lines of 
succession. 

Let us now turn to the causes which in the Hindoo 
law, and in the great alternative Aryan system, the 
Roman law, have respectively led to the disengage- 
ment of the individual from the group. So far as 
regards the Roman institutions, we know that among 
the most powerful solvent influences were certain 
philosophical theories, of Greek origin, which had 
deep eflect on the minds of the jurists who guid^ 
the development of the law. The law, thus trans- 
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formed by a doctrine which had its most distinct ex- 
pression in the famous proposition, ‘all men are 
equal,’ was spread over much of the woild by Roman 
legislation. The empire of the Romans, for one reason 
alone, must be placed in a totally (^‘fferent class from 
the Oriental despotisms, ancient and modem, and 
even from the famous Athenian Empire. All these 
last were tax-taking empires, which exercised little 
or no interference in the customs of village-communi- 
ties or tribes. But the Roman Empire, while it was 
a tax-taking, was also a legislating empire. It crushed 
out local customs, and substituted for them institutions 
of its own. Through its legislation alone it effected so 
great an interruption in the history of a large part of 
mankind, nor has it had any parallel except — and the 
comparison is very imperfect — ^the modern British 
Empire in India. There is no reason to suppose 
that philosophical theory had any serious influence 
on the jurisprudence of the Hindoos. I speak with 
reserve on the subject, but I believe that none of the 
remarkable philosophical theories which the genius of 
the race produced are founded on a conception of the 
individual as distinct from that of the group in which 
he is born. From those of them with which I happen 
to be acquainted, I should say that their charac- 
teristics are of exactly the reverse order, and that 
they have their nearest counterpart in certain philo- 
sophical systems of our own day, under which the 
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individual seems lost in some such conception as that 
of Humanity. What, then, was the influence (for 
some influence there certainly was) which, operating 
on the minds of the Brahminical jurists, led them to 
assign to the individual rights distinct from those 
which would have belonged to him through mere 
membership in the family group ? I conceive that 
it was the influence of Religion. Wherever among 
any part of Hindoo society there prevailed the con- 
viction of responsibility after death — ^whether that 
responsibility was to be enforced by direct rewards 
and punishments, or through the stages of the me- 
tempsychosis — the conception of the individual, who 
was to sufler separately and enjoy separately, was 
necessarily realised with extreme distinctness. , 

The portions of the race strongly affected by re- 
ligious belief of this kind were exactly those for which 
the Brahminical jurists legislated, and at first they 
probably legislated for these alone. But with the 
notion of responsibility after death the notion of ex- 
piation was always associated. Building upon this 
last notion, the Brahminical commentators gradually 
transformed the whole law until it became an exempli- 
ficalion of what Indian lawyers call the doctrine of 
Spiritual Benefit. Inasmuch as the condition of the 
dead could be ameliorated by proper expiatory rites, 
the property descending or devolving on a man came 
to be r^arded by these writers partly as a fund for 
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paying the expenses of the ceremonial b j vhich the 
soul of the person from whom the inheritance came 
could be redeemed from su^ering or degradation, and 
partly as a reward for the proper performance of the 
sacrifices. There ought to be nothing to surprise us 
in the growth of such a doctrine, since it is only 
distinguished, by its logical completeness, from one 
which had great influence on Western jurisprudence. 
The interest which from very early times the Church 
claimed in the moveable or personal property of 
deceased persons is best explained by its teaching 
that the first and best destination of a dead man’s 
goods was to purchase masses for his soul, and out 
of this view of the pro{X!r objects of wealth the 
whole testamentary and intestate jurisdiction of the 
Ecclesiastical Courts appears to have grown. But 
in India the law constructed on these principles 
became extremely unfavourable to the ownership 
of property by ■women, apparently because its priestly 
authors thought that women, through their physical 
weakness and their seclusion (which was doubtless 
regarded as unavoidable), would have much greater 
difiiculty than men, amid a society always more or 
less disturbed, in applying a proper shore of the 
property to the funeral ceremonies of the person 
who had transmitted it. The reasoning on the sub- 
ject current even in comparatively ancient times is 
thus given in the Mitakshara : '• The wealth of a 
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regenerate man is designed for religious uses, and a 
woman’s succession to such property is unfit because 
she is not competent to the performance of religious 
rites.’ The compiler of the Mitakshara who has 
preserved the liberal rule as to Stridhan which I 
before referred to, combats this doctrine, not, how* 
ever, by affirming the capacity of women for sacrifice, 
but by denying that all proi)erty is intended for 
religious uses, and by pointing out that certain acts 
whidb a female owner can do are of a quasi-religious 
character, e.g., she may dig tanks. (Mitakshara, ii. 
1, 22, 23, 24. ) And, putting him aside, the Brahmi- 
nical commentators who succeed one another in the 
Hindoo juridical schools show a visibly increasing 
desire to connect all property with the discharge of 
sacrificial duties, and with this desire the reluctance 
to place property in the hands of women is somehow 
connected. 

On the whole the successive generations of Hin- 
doo lawyers show an increasing hostility to the insti- 
tution of the Stridhan, not by abolishing it, but by 
limiting to the utmost of their power the circum- 
stances under which it can arise. Minute distinc- 
tions are drawn between the various modes in which 
property may devolve upon a woman, and the condi- 
tions under which such property may become Stridhan 
made rare and exceptional. The aim of the law- 
yers was to add to the family stock, and to place 
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under the control of the husband as much as they 
could of whatever came to the wife by inheritance 
or gift ; but whenever the property does satisfy the 
multifarious conditions laid down for the creation 
of the Stridhan, the view of it as emphatically 
‘woman’s property’ is carried out with a logical 
consistency very suggestive of the character of the 
ancient institution on which the Brahminical jurists 
made war. Not only has the woman singularly full 
power of dealing with the Stridhan — not only is the 
husband debarred from intermeddling with it, save in 
extreme distress — but, when the proprietress dies, 
there is a special order of succession to her property, 
which is manifestly intended to give a preference, 
wherever it is possible, to female relatives over males. 

Let me add that the account which I have given 
you of the probable liberality of the Hindoo institu- 
tions to females at some long past period of their 
development, and of the dislike towards this liberality 
manifested by the Brahminical lawyers, is not to be 
regarded as fanciful or purely conjectural, although, 
doubtless, we can only guess at the explanation of it. ' 
It is borne out by a very considerable number of 
indications, one of which I mention as of great but 
very painful interest. The most liberal of the Hindoo 
schools of jurisprudence, that prevailing in Bengal 
Proper, gives a childless widow the enjoyment of her 
husband’s property, under certain restrictive condi- 
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tions, for her life ; in this it agrees with many 
bodies of unwritten local custom. If there are male 
they succeed at once ; but if there are none 
the widow comes in for her life before the collateral 
relatives. At the present moment, marriages among 
the upper classes of Hindoos being very commonly 
infertile, a considerable portion of the soil of the 
wealthiest Indian province is in the hands of childless 
widows as tenants for life. But it was exactly in 
Bengal Proper that the English, on entering India, 
found the Suttee, or widow-burning, not merely an 
occasional, but a constant and almost universal prac- 
tice with the wealthier classes, and, as a rule, it was 
only the childless widow, and never the widow with 
minor children, who burnt herself on her husband’s 
funeral pyre. There is no question that there was the 
closest connection between the' law and the religious 
custom, and the widow was made to sacrifice herself 
in order that her tenancy for life might be got out 
of the way. The anxiety of her family that the rite 
should be performed, which seemed so striking to the 
first English observers of the practice, was, in fact, 
explained by the coarsest motives ; but the Brahmins 
who exhorted her to the sacrifice were undoubtedly 
influenced by a purely professional dislike to her en- 
joyment of property. The ancient rule of the civil 
law, which made her tenant for life, could not be got 
rid of, but it was combated by the modem institution 
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which made it her duty to devote herself to a fright- 
ful death. 

If the Stridhan of the Hindoos isa form of married 
women's separate property, which has been disliked 
and perverted by the professional classes who had the 
power to modify it, the institution which was first the 
dos of the Romans, and is now the dot of Continental 
Europe, has received a singular amount of artificial 
encouragement. I have endeavoured to describe to 
you how it originated, but I have yet to state that 
it entered into one of the most famous social experi- 
ments of the Roman Empire. A well-known statute 
of the Emperor Augustus, celebrated by Horace in 
an official ode as the prince's greatest legislative 
achievement, had for its object the encouragement and 
regulation of marriage and the imposition of penalties 
on celibacy. Among the chief provisions of this 
‘ Lex Julia et Papia Poppoea ' — ^to give its full title — 
was a clause compelling opulent parents to create 
portions, or dotes^ for their marriageable daughters. 
This provision of a statute, which very deeply affected 
the Roman law in many ways, must have met with 
general approval, for at a later date we find the same 
principle applied to the donatio propter nupHas^ or 
settlement on the married couple from the husband's 
side. In the matured Roman law, therefore, singular 
as it may seem to us, parents were under a statutoiy 
obligation to make settlements on their children* 
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It has been rather the fashion to speak of these 
experiments of the Roman Emperors on public mo- 
rality as if they totally miscarried — 1 suppose, from 
some idea that the failure added to the credit of 
the moral regeneration effected by Christianity. But, 
as a matter of fact, the Christian Cliurch conferred 
few civil benefits of greater moment to several 
generations of mankind than in keeping alive the 
traditions of the Roman legislation respecting settled 
property, and in strenuously exerting itself to extend 
and apply the principles of these disciplinary laws. 
There can be no serious question that, in its ultimate 
result, the disruption of the Roman Empire was very 
unfavourable to the personal and proprietary liberty 
of women. I purposely say, ‘ in its ultimate result,’ 
in order to avoid a learned controversy as to their 
position under purely Teutonic customs. It is very 
possible that the last stages of the process, which it 
is difficult to call anything but feudalisation, were 
more imfavourable to women than the earlier changes, 
which were exclusively due to the infusion of Ger- 
manic usage ; but, at any rate, the place of women 
under the new system when fully organised was worse 
than it was uRder Roman law, and would have been 
very greatly worse but for the efforts of the Church. 
One standing monument of these efibrts we have 
constantly before us in the promise of the husband in 
the Marriage service, ‘ With all my worldly goods, I 
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thee endow; ’ a formula which sometimw puzzlee the 
En^ish lawyer, from its want of correspondence with 
anything which he finds among - the oldest roles of 
English law. The words have, indeed, been oc- 
casionally used in English legal treatises, as the text 
of a disquisition on the distinction between Roman 
dos, to which they are supposed to refer, and the 
doarium, which is the ‘ dower ’ of lands known to 
English law. The fact is, however, that the tradition 
which the Church was carrying on was the general 
tradition of the Roman dos, the practical object being 
to secure for the wife a provision of which the hus- 
band could not wantonly deprive her, and which 
would remain to her after his death. The bodies of 
customary law which were built up over Europe were, 
in all matters of first principle, under ecclesiastical 
influences; but the particular applications of a prin- 
ciple once accepted were extremely various. The 
dower of lands in English law, of which hardly a 
shadow remains, but under which a wife surviving 
her husband took a third of the rents and profits of 
his estates for life, belonged to a class of institutions 
widely spread over Western Europe, very similar in 
general character, often designated as doarium, but 
£flering considerably in detail. They unquestionably 
had their origin in the endeavours of the Church to 
revive the Roman institution of the compulsory dos, 
which, in this sense, produced the doarium, even 
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though the latter may have had a partially Germanic 
origin, and even though it occasionally assume (as it 
unquestionably does) a shape very difierent from the 
original institution. I myself believe that {mother 
effect of this persistent preaching and encouragement 
is to be found in the strong feeling which is diffused 
through much of Europe, and specially through the 
Latinised societies, in favour of dotation, or portioning 
of daughters, a feeling which seldom fails to astonish 
a person acquainted with such a country as France by 
its remarkable intensity. It is an economical power 
of considerable importance, for it is the principal 
source of those habits of saving and hoarding which 
chai*acterise the French people, and I regard it as 
descended, by a long chain of succession, from the 
obligatory provisions of the, marriage law of the 
Emperor Augustus. 

The importance and interest of our subject, when 
treated in all its bearings and throughout its whole 
history, are quite enough to excuse me, I trust, for 
having detained you with an account of its obscure 
beginnings. It has been said that the degree in 
which the personal immunity and proprietary capacity 
of women are recognised in a particular state or com- 
munity is a test of its degree of advance in civilisation ; 
and, though the assertion is sometimes made without 
the qualifications which are necessary to give it value, 
it is very far indeed from being a mere gallant com- 
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monplace. For, inasmuch as no class of similar im- 
portance and extent was, in the infancy of society, 
placed in a position of such absolute dependence as 
the other sex, the degree in which this dependence 
has step by step been voluntarily modified and re- 
laxed, serves undoubtedly as a rough measure of 
tribal, social, national capacity for self-control — of 
that same control which produces wealth by subduing 
the natural appetite of living for the present, and 
which fructifies in art and learning through subordi- 
nating a material and immediate to a remote, intan- 
gible, and spiritual enjoyment. The assertion, then, 
that there is a relation between civilisation and the 
proprietary capacities of women is only a form of the 
truth that every one of those conquests, the sum of 
which we call civilisation, is the result of curbing 
some one of the strongest, because the primary, im- 
pulses of human nature. If we were asked why the 
two societies with which we have been concerned — 
the Hindoos on the one hand, and the Romans and 
all the races to which they have bequeathed their in- 
stitutions on the other — have had so widelv different 
a histor}’, no reply can be very confidently given, so 
difficult is it, among the vast variety of influences 
ac1>ing on great assemblages of men, to single out any 
one or any definite number of them, and to be sure 
that these have operated more powerfully than the 
rest. Yet, if it were absolutely necessary to give an 
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answer, it would consist in pointing to the difference 
in their social historj’ which has been the subject of 
this lecture, and in observing that one steadily car- 
ried forward, while the other recoiled from, the series 
of changes which put an end to the seclusion and 
degradation of an entire sex. 
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LECTURE XII. 

SOVEREIGNTY. 

The historical theories commonly received among 
English lawyers have done so much harm not only to 
the study of law but to the study of history, that an 
account of the origin and growth of our legal system, 
founded on the examination of new materials and the 
re-examination of old ones, is perhaps the most 
urgently needed of all additions to English knowledge. 
But next to a new history of law, what we most re- 
quire is a new philosophy of law. If our country 
ever gives birth to such a philosophy, we shall pro- 
bably ow'e it to two advantages. The first of them 
is our possession of a legal system which for many 
purposes may be considered indigenous. Our na- 
tional pride, which has sometime^ retarded or limited 
our advance in juridical enquiry, has kept our law 
singularly pure from mixture with the stream of 
legal rules flowing from the great fountain of the 
Roman Corpus Juris, and thus, when we place it in 
juxtaposition with any'other European legal system. 
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the results of the comparison are far more fruitful of 
instruction than those obtained by contrasting the 
various Continental bodies of law with one another. 
The second advantage I believe to consist in the 
growing familiarity of Englishmen with the investi- 
gations of the so-called Analytical Jurists, of whom 
the most considerable are Jeremy Bentham and John 
Austin. Of this advantage we have a monopoly. 
Bentham seems to be exclusively known in France 
and Germany as the author of an unpopular system 
of morals. Austin is apparently not known at all. 
Yet to Bentham, and even in a higher degree to 
Austin, the world is indebted for the only existing 
attempt to construct a system of jurisprudence by 
strict scientific process and to found it, not on 
d priori assumption, but on the observation, com- 
parison, and analysis of the various legal conceptions. 
There is not the smallest necessity for accepting all 
the conclusions of these great writers with implicit 
deference, but there is the strongest necessity for 
knowing what those conclusions are. They are in- 
dispensable, if for no other object, for the purpose of 
clearing the head. 

An important distinction between Bentham and 
Austin is not as often recognised as it ought to be. 
Bentham in the main is a writer on legislation, 
Austin in the main is a writer on jurisprudence. 
Be^iiam is chiefly ccmcerned with law as it might, be 
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and ought to be. Austin is chiefly concerned until 
law as it is. Each trespasses occasionally on the 
domain of the other. Unless Bentham had written 
the treatise called the ‘ Fragment on Government,’ 
Austin’s ‘ Province of Jurisprudence Determined,’ 
which sets forth the basis of his system, would never 
probably have been composed. On the other hand, 
Austin, in his singular discussion of the theory of 
utility as an index to the Law of God, has entered on 
an investigation of the class followed by Bentham. 
Still the description which I have given of their 
objects is sufficiently correct as a general description, 
and those objects are widely diflerent. Bentham 
aims at the improvement of the law to be effected by 
the application of the principles now indissolubly 
associated with his name. Almost all of his more im- 
portant suggestions have been adopted by the Eng- 
lish Legislature, but the process of engrafting on the 
law what to each successive generation seem to be 
improvements is in itself of indefinite duration, and 
may go on, and possibly will go on, as long as the 
human race lasts. Austin’s undertaking is more 
modest. It would be completed, if a Code were 
produced perfectly logical in order of arrangement 
and perfectly lucid in statement of rule. Jurispru- 
dence, the science of positive law, is sometimes spoken 
of nowadays as if it would bring the substance of 
the law into a state of indefinite perfection. It would' 
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doubtless, if it were carried far, lead indirectly to 
great legal reforms by dispelling obscurities and dis- 
sipating delusions, but the investigation of the prin- 
ciples on which the direct improvement of substantive 
l^al rules should be conducted belongs nevertheless 
not to the theorist on jurisprudence but to the 
theorist on legislation. 

The portion of Austin’s Lectures which sets forth 

the basis of his system, and which was published 

several years ago as the ‘Province of Jurisprudence 

Determined,’ has long been one of the higher class- 

books in this University ; and, taken together with 

the other lectures more recently given to the world 

(though unhappily in a fragmentary shape), it must 

always, or for a long time to come, be the mainstay 

of the studies prosecuted in this Department. Making 

the utmost acknowledgment of the value of the book, 

I find it impossible not to recognise the magnitude of 

the difficulties which it occasions to the beginner. 
* 

Those which have their origin in peculiarities of style 
and which seem to be attributable to the perpetual 
commerce of thought in which the writer lived with 
his precursors, Bentham and Hobbes, I find to be 
practically less grave than difficulties of another sort 
which arise from the repulsion created in the mind by 
the shape in which the conceptions of law, right, and 
duty are presented to it by Austin’s analysis. Of 
|courBe, BO ffir as this distaste is caused by unpalatable 
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truth, any tenderness shown to it would be wasted ; 
but even thus it is a misfortune, and, if it be in any 
degree provoked by avoidable causes, such as methods 
of statement or arrangement, no pains bestowed on 
the attempt to remove it to this extent would be 
thrown away. A very frequent effect of forcing on 
students of active mind and industrious habits a 
system or subject which for some reason or other is 
repugnant to them is to make them regard it as so 
much dogma, as something resting on the personal 
authority of the writer with whose name it happens 
to be associated. Now nothing could be more unfor- 
tunate for the philosophy of law than that the sys- 
tem of the ‘ Province of Jurisprudence Determined ’ 
should come to be regarded simply as Austin’s sys- 
tem — as standing by the side of Blackstone’s or 
Hegel’s or any other system — ^as interchangeable with 
it or equivalent to it. For, when certain assumptions 
or postulates have been made, I am fully convinced 
that the great majority of Austin’s positions follow 
as of course and by ordinary logical process. These 
assumptions do not appear to me to be stated 
and described by Austin with sufficient fulnras 
— ^possibly because, though he is a comparatively 
modem writer, a part of the enquiries necessary for 
such statement had in his day been barely com- 
menced — but, whatever the cause, the result is that 
he seems to me open to the same charge as some of 
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on Government, and Austin with his chief indilce- 
ment to determine the Province of Jurisprudence, 
and the latter seems to me to have thought that the 
propositions he disputed would be most effectually 
disposed of, if they were contradicted in the order 
given them by their author. However that may be, 
the branch of my subject on which I shall first have 
to enter may be described as an enquiry into the 
probable mode in which Austin’s analysis would 
have been affected, if he had begun in his first Lec- 
ture with the examination of the nature of Sove- 
reignty. This examination he placed in the Sixth, 
which, so far as the ‘ Province of Jurisprudence ’ is 
concerned, is the last of his Lectures. 

I believe I may assume that most of my hearers 
are familiar with the general character of the investi- 
gation prosecuted by Austin in the Treatise to which 
I have referred, but, as hie definitions are not easily 
carried in the memory in their complete shape, I will 
give his descriptions of an Independent Political So- 
ciety and of Sovereignty, the two conceptions being 
interdependent and inseparable from one another. 

‘If (he says) a determinate human superior, not 
in the habit of obedience to a like superior, receive 
habitual obedience from the bulk of a given society 
that determinate superior is Sovereign in that society 
and the society, including the superior, is a societj 
political and independent.’ 
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He tlieL ^.ixiceeds : ‘ To that determinate superior 
the other members of the society are subject ; or on 
that determinate superior the other members of the 
society are dependent. The position of its other 
members towards that determinate superior is a state 
of subjection or a state of dependence. The mutual 
relation which subsists between that superior and 
them, may be styled the relation of Sovereign and 
Subject, or the relation of Sovereignty and Subjec- 
tion.’ 

I may perhaps save the necessity for part of the 
amplification and explanation of these definitions con- 
tained in the Chapter in which they occur, if I state 
Austin’s doctrine of Sovereignty in another way — 
more popularly, though without, I think, any sub- 
stantial inaccuracy. It is as follows : There is, in 
every independent political co _.iunity — that is, in 
every political community not in the habit of obe- 
dience to a superior above itself — some single person 
or some combination of persons which has the power 
of compelling the other members of the community 
to do exactly as it pleases. This single person or 
group — this individual or this collegiate Sovereign 
(to employ Austin’s phrase) — may be found in every 
independent political community as certainly as the 
centre of gravity in a mass of matter. If the com- 
munity be violently or voluntarily divided into a 
number of separate fragments, then, as soon as 
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each fragment has settled down (perhaps after an 
interval of anarchy) into a state of equilibriam, the 
Sovereign will exist and with proper care will be 
discoverable in each of the now independent por- 
tions. The Sovereignty over the North American 
Colonies of Great Britain had its seat in one place 
before they became the United States, in another 
place afterwards ; but in both cases there was a dis- 
coverable Sovereign somewhere. Tins Sovereign, this 
person or combination of persons, universally oc- 
curring in all independent political communities, has 
in all such communities one characteristic, common to 
all the shapes Sovereignty may take, the possession of 
irresistible force, not necessarily exerted but capable 
of being exerted. According to the terminology pre- 
ferred by Austin, the Sovereign, if a single person, is 
or should be called a Monarch; if a small group, 
the name is an Oligarchy ; if a group of considerable 
dimensions, an Aristocracy ; if very large and nu- 
merous, a Democracy. Limited Monarchy, a phrase 
perhaps more fashionable in Austin’s day than it is 
now, is abhorred by Austin, and the Government of 
Great Britain he classes with Aristocracies. That 
which all the forms of Sovereignty have in common 
is the power (the power but not necessarily the will) 
to put compulsion without limit on subjects or fel- 
low-subjects. It is sometimes extremely difficult to 
discover the Sovereign in a given State, and, when he 
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or it is discovered, he may fall under no recognised 
designation, but, where there is an independent 
political society not in a condition of anarchy, the 
Sovereign is certainly there. The question of deter- 
mining his character is, you will understand, always 
a question of &ct. It is never a question of law or 
morals. He who, when a particular person or group 
is asserted to constitute the Sovereign in a given 
community, denies the proposition on the ground 
that such Sovereignty is an usurpation or a viola- 
tion of constitutional principle, has completely missed 
Austin’s point of view. 

The definitions which I read from the Sixth Lec- 
ture furnish Austin’s tests for discovering the seat 
of Sovereignty in independent states. I will again 
refer to a few of the most important of them, though 
very briefly. 

First, the Sovereign is a determinate human supe- 
rior. He is not necessarily a single jjerson ; in the 
modem Western world he is very rarely so ; but he 
must have so much of the attributes of a single per- 
son as to be determinate. If he is not a single person , 
he must be a number of persons capable of acting in 
a corporate or collegiate capacity. This part of the 
definition is absolutely necessary, since the Sovereign 
must effect his exertions of power, must issue his 
orders, by a definite exercise of his will. The pos-'* 
session of physical power, which is one characteristic 
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of Sovereignty, has as matter of historical &ct re- 
peatedly been for a time in the hands of a number of 
persons not determinate, not so connected together as 
to be capable of exercising volition, but such a state 
of things Austin would call anarchy, though it might 
not have all the usually recognised symptoms of a 
revolutionary interval. At the same time, the limi- 
tation of Sovereignty to determinate groups, when 
the Sovereign is not an individual, is extremely im- 
portant, since it qualifies the notion of Sovereignty by 
rendering it subject to the various artifices by which 
an exercise of volition is elicited from a corporate 
body. Familiar to us as is the practice of taking the 
opinion of a majority as the opinion of an entire 
group, and natural as it seems, nothing can be more 
artificial. 

Again, the bulk of the society must obey the 
superior who is to be called Sovereign. Not the 
whole of the society, for in that case Sovereignty 
would be impossible, but the bulk, the large majority, 
must obey. After the accession of the House of 
Hanover to the British throne, a certain number of 
Jacobites and a considerable portion of the Scottish 
Highlanders habitually disobeyed or disregarded the 
commands of the British Crown ^nd Parliament, but 
the bulk of the nation, including no doubt the bulk 
of the Jacobites themselves, gave to these commands 
a practical obedience. On Austin’s piindples, there^ 
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fore, there is not the least ground for questioning 
the Sovereignty of George the First and Second and 
of the Parliaments elected at their summons. The 
Jacobite view, that the Hanoverian Kings were ex- 
clusively Sovereign in Hanover, would at once be 
thrown aside by Austin as not raising that question 
of fact which is alone disputable under his system. 

Next, the Sovereign must receive an habitual 
obedience from the bulk of the community. In 
European societies professing the Homan Catholic 
faith, the great majority of the ])opulation receives a 
variety of directions on points of personal conduct, 
either mediately or immediately, from the See of 
Rome. But, compared with the number of times it 
pubmits itself to the laws of the country it inhabits, 
its obedience to these extrinsic commands is only 
occasional, and not habitual. At the same time a 
dim appreciation of the princij)les brought into light 
by Austin may be detected in several-famous eccle- 
siastical controversies, which sometimes tend to be- 
come disputes whether the obedience to the See of 
Rome which is actually paid is or is not so frequent 
as to fall under the description of habitual. 

A further characteristic of Sovereignty is immu- 
nity from the control of every other human superior. 
The limitation is ob\nously necessary, for otherwise 
the Governor-General of India in Council would be 
Sovereign, and indeed would exhibit a closer corres- 
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pondence with the more salient features of Sove- 
reignty than almost any other potentate on the &ce 
of the globe. 

Those who have observed with what slowness 
definite conceptions are developed in the field of his- 
tory and jjolitics will be prepared to hear that this 
whole view of the nature of Sovereignty is older than 
Austin’s work. But, so far as my own knowledge 
extends, 1 do not think that any material portion of 
it is older than Hobbes. On the other hand, in the 
Leviatfian of Hobbes and in the Chapter De Cive in 
his Treatise first published in Latin, called the 
Elemmta Philo.sophia\ the analysis of Government 
and Society and the determination of Sovereignty 
are so nearly completed that little could be added to 
them by Bentham and Austin. The originality of 
these later writers, and more particularly of Austin, 
resides in their much fuller examination of the con- 
ceptions dependent on the notion of Sovereignty — 
positive law, positive duty, sanction and right — in 
setting forth the relations of these conceptions to 
others superficially resembling them, in combating 
objections to the theory by which the entire group of 
notions ai’e connected together, and in applying this 
theory to certain complex states of fact which had 
arisen since Hobbes wrote. There is, however, one 
great difference between Hobbes and his latest suc- 
cessor. The process of Hobbes was scientific, but 
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his object 'vras less scientific than political. When, 
with a keenness of intuition and lucidity of statement 
which have never been rivalled, he has made out a 
case for the universal theoretical existence of Sove- 
reignty, it becomes clear that he has, to say the 
least, a strong preference for monarchies over aris- 
tocracies and democracies, or (to use the phraseology 
of the school which he founded) for individual over 
corporate Sovereignty. Those of his intellectual 
followers who would have repudiated his politics 
have often asserted that he has been misunderstood, 
and no doubt some superficial readers have supposed 
that he was pointing at despotism when he was really 
referring to the essentially unqualified power of the 
Sovereign whatever the form of the Sovereignty. 
But 1 do not think it can in candour be denied that 
his strong dislike of the Long Parliament and of the 
English Common law, as the great instrument of 
resistance to the Stuart Kings, has occasionally co- 
loured the language which he uses in examining the 
nature of Sovereignty, Law, and Anarchy ; nor is it 
matter for surprise that he should have been charged 
during his life with having devised his system with 
the secret intention of making his peace with the Pro- 
tector, though the accusation itself is sufficiently 
refuted by dates. But Austin’s object is strictly 
scientific. If he has fallen into errors, he has been 
led into them by his philosophy, and his language 
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scarcely ever betrays the colour of his political 
opinions. 

Another considerable difference is this. Hobbes, 
it is well known, speculated on the origin of Govern- 
ment and Sovereignty. It is the one fact which 
some persons seem to have learned about him, and 
they appear to think his philosophy sufficiently con- 
demned by it. But Austin barely enters on this 
enquiry ; and indeed he occasionally, though perhaps 
inadvertently, uses language which almost seems to 
imply that Sovereignty and the conceptions depen- 
dent on it have an h primi existence. Now in this 
matter I myself hold that the method of Hobbes 
was correct. It is true that nothing can be more 
worthless in itself than Hobbes’s conjectural account 
of the origin of society and government. Mankind, 
he asserts, Avere originally in a state of war. They 
then made a compact under which every man 
abandoned his powers of aggression, and the result 
was Sovereignty, and through Sovereignty law, peace, 
and order. The theory is open to every sort of 
objection. There is no evidence of any stage of the 
supposed history, and the little we know of primitive 
man contradicts it. The universal disorder of the 
race in its infancy may be true of the contests of 
tribe with tribe and of family with family ; but it is 
not true of the relations of individual man with in- 
dividual man, whom we, on the contrary, first discern 
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living together under a regimen which, if we are 
compelled to employ modem phraseology, we must 
call one of ultra>legality. And, in addition, the 
theory is open to precisely the same objection as the 
counter-hypothesis of Locke, that it antedates the 


modem juridical conception of Contract. But still I | 
think that Hobbes did correctly in addressing him- ; 


self to the problem, though he did little to solve it. 

f 

The duty of enquiring, if not how Sovereignty arose, ^ 
at all events through what stages it has passed, is in 
my judgment indispensable. It is only thus that we 1 
can assure ourselves in what degree the results of j 
the Austinian analysis tally with facts. I 


There is, in truth, nothing more important to the 


student of jurisprudence than that he should carefully 
consider how far the observed facts of human nature 


and society bear out the assertions which are made 
or seem to be made about Sovereignty by the Ana- 
lytical Jurists. To begin with, these assertions must 
be disentangled from one another. The first of them 
is that, in every independent community of men, there 
resides the power of acting Avith irresistible force on 
the several members of that community. This may 
be accepted as actual fact. If all the members 
of the community had equal phj'^sical strength and 
were unarmed, the power would be a mere result 
from the superiority of numbers ; but, as a matter of 
&ct, various causes, of which much the most import* 
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we reject in the process of abstraction by wliicli the 
conception of Sovereignty is reached is the entire 
history of each community. First of all, it is the 
history, the whole historical antecedents, of each 
society by which it has been determined where, in 
what person or group, the power of using the social 
force is to reside. The theory of Sovereignty neglects 
the mode in which the result has been arrived at, 
and thus is enabled to class together the coercive 
authority of the great King of Persia, of the Athe- 
nian Demos, of the later Roman Emperors, of the 
Russian Czar, and of the Crown and Parliament of 
Great Britain. Next, it is its history, the entire mass 
of its historical antecedents, which in each commu- 
nity determines how the Sovereign shall exercise or 
forbear from exercising his irresistible coercive power. 
All that constitutes this — the whole enormous aggre- 
gate of opinions, sentiments, beliefs, superstitions, and 
prejudices, of ideas of all kinds, hereditar}^ and ac- 
quired, some produced by institutions and some by 
the constitution of human nature — is rejected by the 
AnalyticalJurists. And thus it is that, so far as the 
restrictions contained in their definition of Sove- 
reignty are concerned, the Queen and Parliament of 
our own country might direct all weakly children to 
be put to death or establish a system of htires de 
cachet 

The procedure^of the^ Analytical Jurists is closely 
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analogous to that followed in mathematics and jioli- 
tical economy. It is strictly philosophical, but the 
practical value of all sciences founded on abstractions 
depends on the relative importance of the elements 
rejected and the elements retained in the process of 
abstraction. Tried bv this test, mathematical science 
is of greatly more value than political economy, and 
both of them than jurisprudence as conceived by the 
writers I am criticising. Similarly, the misconcep- 
tions to which the Austinian analysis gives rise are 
very similar to those which might be conceived as 
embarrassing the student of mixed matheniafics, and 
which do actually embarrass the student of political 
economy. Just as it is possible to forget the exist 
ence of friction in nature and the reality of other 
motives in society except the desire to grow rich, so 
the pupil of Austin may be temjited to forget that 
there is more in actual Sovereignty than force, and 
more in laws which are the commands of sovereigns 
than can be got out of them by merely considering 
them as regulated force. I am not prepared to den}^ 
that Austin occasionally, and Hobbes frequently, ex- 
press themselves as if their system were not limited 
throughout by the limitation which is at its base. 
All the great masters of Abstraction are, in fact, now 
and then betrayed into speaking or writing as if the 
materials thrown aside in the purely mental process 
were actually dross. 
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When, however, it has once been seen that in 
Austin’s system the determination of Sovereignty 
ought to precede the determination of Law, when it 
is once understood that the Austinian conception of 
Sovereignty has been reached through mentally uniting 
all forms of government in a group by conceiving them 
as stripped of every attribute excejjt coercive force, 
•and when it is steadily borne in mind that the deduc- 
tions from an abstract principle are never from the 
nature of the case completely exemplified in facts, 
not only, as it seems to me, do the chief difficulties 
felt by the student of Austin disappear, but some 
of the assertions made by him at which the beginner 
is most apt to stumble have ratlnu' the air of self- 
evident propositions. 1 dare say you are sufficiently 
acquainted with his treatise to make it enough for me 
to mention some of these propositions, Yvithout the 
amplifications which are necessary for their perfectly 
accurate statement. Jurisprudence is the science of 
J^ositive Law. l^ositive Laws are Commands, ad- 
dressed by Sovereigns to their Subjects, imposing 
a IHity, or condition of obligedness, or obligation, 
on those Subjects, and threatening a Sanction, or 
Penaltv, in the event of disobedience to the Command. 
A Right is the faculty or jx)wer conferred by the 
Sovereign on certain members of the community to 
draw down the sanction on a iellow-subject violating 
a Duty. Now all these conceptions of Law, Right, 



UBCT. xn. 


CUSTOMARY LAW. 


m 


Duty and Punishment depend upon the primaiy con- 
ception of Sovereignty, just as the lower links of a 
chitin hanging do%vn depend upon the highest link. But 
Sovereignty, for the pur])oses of Austin’s system, has 
no attribute but force, and consequently the view here 
taken of ‘ law,’ ‘ obligation ’ and ‘ right ’ is a view of 
them regarded exclusively as products of coercive 
force. The ‘ sanction ’ thus Imjcoiucs the primary and- 
most important member of (lie scries of notions and 
gives its colour to all the others. Probably nobody 
ever found a difticultv in allowin'; that laws have the 
chai’ac ter given to them by Austin, m far as such laws 
have proceeded from fonnal Legislatures. But many 
|)er8ons, and among them some men of powerful 
mind, have struggled against the position that the 
great mass of legal rules which have never been pre- 
scribed by the organ of State, conventionally known 
as the Legislature, are commands of the Sove- 
reign. The customary law of all countries which 
have not included their law in Codes, and specially 
the English Common law, have often had an origin 
claimed for them independently of the Sovereign, and 
theories have been proj)ounded on the subject which 
Austin scouts as mysterious and unintelligible. The 
way in which Hobbes and he bring such bodies of 
rules as the Common law under their system is by 
insisting on a maxim which is of vital importance to 
it—* Whatever the Sovereign permits, he commands/ 
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Until customs are enforced by Courts of Justice, 
they are merely ‘ positive morality,’ rules enforced by 
opinion, but, as soon as Courts of Justice enforce 
them, they become commands of the Sovereign, con- 
veyed through the Judges who are his delegates or 
deputies. It is a better answer to this theory than 
Austin would perhaps have admitted that it is 
founded on a mere artifice of speech, and that it 
assumes Courts of Justice to act in a way and from 
motives of which they ore quite unconscious. But, 
when it is clearly comprehended that, in this system, 
there are no associations with the Sovereign bnt force 
or power, the position that what Sovereigns permit 
they command beconies more easily intelligible. 
They command because, being by the assumption 
possessed of uncontrollable force, they could innovate 
without limit at any moment. The Common law 
consists of their commands because they can repeal 
or alter or re-state it at pleasure. The theory is 
perfectly defensible as a theory, but its practical value 
and the degree in which it approximates to truth differ 
greatly in different ages and countries. There have 
been independent political communities, and indeed 
there would still prove to be some of them if the world 
were thoroughly searched, in which the Sovereign, 
though possessed of irresistible power, never dreams 
of innovation, and believes the persons or groups, by 
whom laws are declared and applied, to be as much 
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part of the necessary constitution of society as he is 
himself. There have again been independent po> 
Utical societies in. which the Sovereign has enjoyed 
irresistible coercive power and lias carried innovation 
to the furthest point; but in which every single asso- 
ciation connected with law w’ould have violence done, 
to it if laws were regarded u.s his commands. The 
Tyrant of a Greek city often satisfied every one of Aus- 
tin’s tests of Sovereignty ; yet it was part of the ac- 
cepted definition of a Tyrant that ‘ he subverted the 
laws.’ Let it be understood that it is quite jMjssiblc t<» 
make the theory fit in with such cases, but the process 
is a mere straining of language. It is carried on by 
taking words and propositions altogether out of the 
sphere of the ideas habitually associated witli them. 

llefore proceeding to sjjeak at some length in my 
next Lecture of these historical limitations on the 
practical value of Austin’s theories, let me repeat my 
opinion that if the method of discussion whicli seems 
to me correct had been followed in his treatise, and if 
the examination of Sovereignty had preceded the ex- 
amination of the conceptions dependent on it, a con- 
siderable number of the statements which he has 
made respecting these latter conceptions would have 
api>eai'ed not merely innocent but self-evident. Law 
is here regarded as regulated force, simply because 
force is the one element which has been allowed to 
euter into the primary notion upon which all the 
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others depend. The one doctrine of this school of 
jurists which is repugnant to lawyers would lose its 
air of paradox if an assumption were made which, in 
itself theoretically unobjectionable, manifestly ap- 
proximates to practical truth as the course of history 
proceeds — the assumption that what the Sovereign 
might alter, but docs not alter, he commands. The 
same arrangement would have a further advantage, 
as it seems to me, through the modifications it would 
necessitate in Austin’s manner of discussing Morality, 
though the subject is not one which can be here 
treated with completeness. The position at which 
many readers have stumbled — 1 do not affect to do 
more than state it in popular language — is that the 
sanction of moral rules, as such, is the disapprobation 
which one’s fellow-men manifest at their violation. 
It is sometimes construed to mean that the only 
motive for obeying moral rules is the fear of such 
disapprobation. Such a construction of Austui’s lan- 
guage is an entire misconcejition of his meaning ; 
but, if the order of discussion which I advocate had 
been followed, 1 do not think it could ever possibly 
occur to any mind. Let us suppose Austin to have 
completed his analysis of Sovereignty and of the con- 
ceptions immediately dependent on it, law, legfd 
right, and legal obligation. He would then have to 
examine that great mass of rules, which men in fiset 
obey, which have some of the characteristics of laws, 
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but which are not (as such) imposed by Sovereigns on 
subjects, and which are not (as such ) enforced by the 
sanction supplied by Sovereign power. It would be, 
of course, incumbent on the philosophical jurist to 
examine these rules, because Sovereigns being by liis 
hypothesis human superiors are, as human beings, 
subject to them. Austin has, in fact, examined them 
from this point of ^ iew in some of liis most in- 
teresting passages. While insisting that Sovereignty 
is from the nature of the case inaipable of legal 
limitation, he fully admits that Sovereigns are re- 
strained from issuing some commands and deter- 


mined to issue others by rules which, though tlu^y 
are not laws, are of extreme cogency. The Crown 


and Parliament of Great Britain are in his view Sove- 


reign — a sovereign aristocracy, as lie would call it — 
but, though this aristocracy could for pur|)0.ses of 
argument do anything it jdeased, it would be out- 
raging all experience to assert that it does this. 
That great body of rules which is embodied in con- 
stitutional maxims kee[>s it from doing some things; 
that great body of rules wdiich in ordinary usage are 
called moral keeps it from doing others. What com- 
mon characteristics has this aggregate of rules which 
opemte on men and on Sovereigns, like other men? 
Austin, as you know, names it * ]K)sitive morality/ and 
says that its sanction is opinion, or the disapproval 
of the bulk of the community following on its viola- 
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tion. Properly understood, this last is an obviously 
true proposition, for what is mean^is that public 
disapprobation is the one snnctior^vhich all these 
/ules have in common. The rule wliich keeps the 
Crown and Parliament from declaring murder legal, 
and the rule which keeps them from allowing the 
Queen to govern without Ministers, are connected 
together through the j)enalty attendant on a breach 
of them, which is the strong disapprobation of a 
majority of Englishmen ; and it is their having a 
sanction of some kind which principally connects 
both rules with laws proper. But, though fear of 
opinion be a motive for obedience to both rules, it 
docs not at all follow that the sole motive for obedi- 
ence to both rules is fear of opinion. This fear 
would be allowed by most people to be the chief, if 
not the exclusive, motive for obedience to consti- 
tutional rules ; but such an admission involves no 
necessary assertion whatever as to the complete 
sanction of moral rules. The truth is that Austin’s 
system is consistent with any ethical theory ; and, if 
Austin seems to assert the contrary, I think the 
cause is to be sought in his firm conviction of the 
truth of his own ethical creed, which, I need not say, 
was Utilitarianism in its earlier shape. I do not, in- 
deed, for a moment intend to deny that the careful 
study of Austin would probably modify the student’s 
view of morals. The discussion of ethics, like many 
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others, is conducted amid much obscurity of thought, 
and there is no specific more sovereign for dispelling 
such obscurity than the association of the cardinal 
terms which enter into our enquiry with absolutely 
consistent meanings, and the employment of the 
terms with these meanings as a test for the detection 
of equivocal phraseology. It is the one inestimable 

service of the Analytical School to jurisprudence and 

• 

morals that it furnishes them with a rigidly con- 
sistent terminology. But there is not the faintest 
reason for thinking that the intelligent and apprecia- 
tive student of the system must necessarily be an 
utilitarian. 

I shall state hereafter what I believe to Vie tlie 
true point of contact between Austin’s system and 
the utilitarian philosophy. Meantime, devotion to 
this philosophy, coupled with what I hold to V)e a 
faulty arrangement, has produced the most serious 
blemish in the ‘Province of Jurisprudence Deter- 
mined.’ The 2nd, 3rd, and 4th Lectures are occu- 
jried with an attempt to identify the law of God and 
the law of Nature (so far as these last words can be 
allowed to have any meaning) with the rules re- 
quired by the theory of utility. The lectures contain 
many just, interesting, and valuable observations ; 
but the identification, which is their object, is quite 
gratuitous and valueless for any purpose. Written, 
I doubt not, in the honest belief that they would 
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help to obviate or remove prejudices, they have 
attracted to Austin’s system a whole cloud of preju- 
dices both from die theological and from the philo- 
sophical side. If, however, following the order I 
have suggested, Austin, after concluding the exami- 
nation of the nature of Sovereignty and of positive 
law, had entered on an enquiry into the nature of the 
laws of God, it must have taken the form of an in- 
vestigation of the question how far the characteristics 
of the human superiors called Sovereigns can be sup- 
posed to attach to an all-powerful and non-human 
ruler, and how many of the conceptions dependent 
on human Sovereignty must be considered as con- 
tained in his commands. I much doubt whether 
such an enquiry would have seemed called for in a 
treatise like Austin’s. Taken at its best, it is a dis- 
cussion belonging not to the philosophy of law but to 
the philosophy of legislation. The jurist, properly 
so called, has nothing to do with any ideal standard 
of law or morals. 
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LECTURE XIII. 

SOVEREIGNTY" AND EMPIRE. 

The word ‘ law ’ has come down to us in close asso- 
ciation with two notions, the notion of order and the 
notion of force. The association is of considerable 
antiquity and is disclosed by a considerable variety 
of languages, and the problem has repeatedly sug- 
gested itself, which of the two notions thus linked 
together is entitled to precedence over the other, 
which of them is first in jx)int of mental conception ? 
The answer, before the Analytical Jurists wrote, 
would on the whole have been that ‘ law ' before all 
things implied order. ‘ Law, in its most general and 
comprehensive sense, signifies a rule of action, and is 
applied indiscriminately to all kinds of action, whether 
animate or inanimate, rational or irrational. Thus 
we say, the laws of motion, of gravitation, of optics 
or mechanics, as well as the laws of nature and of 
nations.’ With these words Blackstone begins that 
Chapter on ‘the Nature of Laws in General,’ which 
may almost be said to have made Bentham wad 

B B 2 
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Austin into Jurists by virtue of sheer repulsion. 
The Analytical Jurists, on the other hand, lay down 
unhesitatingly that the notion of force has priority 
over the notion of order. They say that a true law, 
the command of an irresistible Sovereign, enjoins a 
class of acts or a class of omissiotis cither on a subject 
or on a number of subjects, placed by the command 
alike and indifferently under a legal obligation. The 
characteristic which thus as a matter of fact attaches 
to most true laws of binding a number of persons, 
taken indifferently, to a number of acts or omissions, 
determined generally, has caused the term ‘law’ to 
be extended by metaphor to all uniformities or inva- 
riable successions in the physical Avorld, in the opera- 
tions of the mind, or in the actions of mankind. Law 
when used in such expressions as the Law of Gravity, 
the Law of Mental Association, or the Law of Rent, 
is treated by the Analytical Jurists as a "word wrested 
from its true meaning by an inaccurate figurative 
extension, and the sort of disrespect with which 
they speak of it is extremely remarkable. But I 
suppose that, if dignity and importance can properly 
be attributed to a word, there are in our day few 
words more dignified and more important than Law, 
in the sense of the invariable succession of pheno- 
mena, physical, mental, or even politico-economical. 
With this meaning, ‘ law ’ enters into a great deal of 
modem thought, and has almost become the condi- 
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tion of its being carried on. It is difficult at first, 
to believe that such an expression as * the Reign 
of Law,’ in the sense in which the words have been 
popularised by the Duke of Argyll’s book, would 
have been strongly disliked by Austin ; but his 
language leaves little doubt on the point, and more 
than once reminds us that, though his principal 
writings are not much more than forty years old, he 
wrote before men’s ideas were leavened to the present 
depth by the sciences of experiment and observation. 

The statement that, in all languages. Law primarily 
means the command of a Sovereign, and has been 
applied derivatively to the orderly sequences of Nature 
is extremely difficult of verification; and it may be 
doubted whether its value, if it be true, would repay 
the labour of establishing its truth. The difficulty 
would he the greater because the known history of 
]>hilosophical and juridical speculation shows us the 
two notions, which as a matter of fact are associated 
with Law, acting and reacting on one another. The 
order of Nature has unquestionably been regarded as 
determined by a Sovereign command. Many jrersons 
to whom the pedigree of much of modem thought is 
traceable, conceived the particles of matter which 
make up the universe as obeying the commands of a 
personal God just as literally as subjects obey the 
commands of a sovereign through fear of a penal 
sanction. On the other hand, the contemplation of 
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order in the external world has strongly influenced 
the view taken of laws proper by much.of the civi* 
Used part of mankind. The Roman theory of a Law 
Natural has affected the whole history of law, and 
this famous theory is in fact compounded of two 
elements, one furnished by an early perception, Greek 
in origin, of a certain order and regularity in physical 
nature, and the other attributable to an early percep- 
tion, Roman in origin, of a certain order and unifor- 
mity among the observances of the human race. I 
need not here repeat the proof of this which I at- 
tempted to give in a volume published some years 
ago. Nobody is at liberty to censure men or com- 
munities of men for using words in any sense they 
please, or with as many meanings as they please, 
but the duty of the scientific enquirer is to dis- 
tinguish the meanings of an im|X)rtant word from 
one another, to select the meaning appro^wiate to 
his own purposes, and consistently to employ the 
word during his investigations in this sense and no 
other. The laws with which the student of Jurispru- 
dence is concerned in our own day are undoubtedly 
either the actual commands of Sovereigns, understood 
as the portion of the community endowed with irre- 
sistible coercive force, or else they are practices of 
mankind brought under the formula ‘ a law is a ccon- 
mand,' by l^lp of the formula, * whatever the Sove- 
reign permits, is his command.’ From the point of 
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view of the J urUt, law is only associated with order 
through the necessary condition of every true law 
that it must prescribe a class of acts or omissions, or 
a number of acts and omissions determined generally ; 
the law which prescribes a single act not being a true 
law, but being distinguished as an ‘ occasional ' or 
‘particular’ command. Law, thus defined and limited, 
is the subject-matter of Jurisprudence as conceived 
by the Analytical Jurists. At present we are only 
concerned with the foundations of their system ; and 
the questions which I wish to raise in the present 
Lecture are these : has the force which compels obedi- 
ence to a law always been of such a nature that it 
can reasonably be identified with the coercive force of 
the Sovereign, and have laws always been character- 
ised by that generality w’hich, it is said, alone con- 
nects them with physical laws or general formulas 
describing the facts of nature ? These enquiries may 
seem to you to lead us ^ afield, but I trust you 
will perceive in the end that they have interest and 
importance, and that they throw light on the limits 
which must be assigned in certain cases, not to the 
theoretical soundness, but to the practical value, of 
the speculations we have been discussing. 

Let me recur to Sovereignty, as conceived by the 
Analytical Jurists. The readers of Austin’s treatise 
will remember his examination of a number of 
existing governments or (as he would say), forms of 
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political superiority and inferiority, for the purpose of 
determimng the exact seat of sovereignty in each of 
them. This is among the most interesting parts of 
his writings, and his sagacity and originality are no- 
where more signally demonstrated. The problem had 
become much more complex than it was when Hobbes 
wrote, and even than it was at the date of Bentham’s 
earlier publications. Hobbes, a partisan in England, 
was a keen scientific observer of the political pheno- 
mena of the Continent, and there the political condi- 
tions open to his observation were (putting England 
aside) practically limited to despotism and anarchy. 
But, by the time Austin wrote, England, probably 
considered by Hobbes as the ground on which the 
battle of his prmciples was to be fought out, had 
long since become a ‘limited monarchy,’ an expression 
disliked by Hobbes’ successors almost as much as the 
tMng was by Hobbes himself, and moreover the in- 
fluences of the first French Revolution were begin- 
ning to have their play. France had lately become 
a limited monarchy, and almost all the other Conti- 
nental States had given signs of becoming so. The 
complex political mechanism of the United States 
had arisen on the other side of the Atlantic^ and the 
even more complicated systems of the Gmrman and 
Swiss Confederations in Continental Europe. The 
analysis of political societies, for the purpose of deter- 
mining the seat of sovereignty, had obviously become 
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much more difficult, and nothing can exceed the pe* 
netration evinced by Austin in applying this analysis 
to extant examples. 

Nevertheless Austin fully recognises the existence 
of communities, or aggregates of men, in which no 
dissection could disclose a person or group answering 
to his definition of a Sovereign. In the first place, 
like Hobbes, he fully allows that there is a state of 
anarchy. Wherever such a state is found, the ques- 
tion of Sovereignty is being actively fought out, and 
the instance given by Austin is that which was never 
absent from Hobbes’s mind, the struggle between 
Charles the First and his Parliament. An acute 
critic of Hobbes and Austin, whom I am permitted to 
identify with Mr. Fitzjames Stephen, insists that 
there is a condition of dormant anarchy, and the 
reservation is doubtless rn.'ide to meet such cases as 
that of the United States before the War of Seces- 
sion. Here the seat of sovereignty was for years 
the subject of violent dispute in words or on paper, 
and many eminent Americans acquired fame by 
measures which compromised for a time a notorious 
difference of principle, and adjourned a struggle 
which was nevertheless inevitable. It is in fact 
quite possible that there may be deliberate ab- 
stinence firorn fighting out a question known to be 
undecided, and 1 see no objection to calling the tem- 
porary equilibrium thus produced a state of dormant 
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anarchy. Austin farther admits the theoretical 
possibility of a state of nature, fie does not attadi 
to it the importance which belongs to it in the specu- 
lations of Hobbes and others, but he alloera its exist- 
ence wherever a number of men, or of groups not 
numerous enough to be political, have not as yet been 
brought under any common or habitually acting 
authority. And, in speaking in this last sentence of 
groups not numerous enough to be political, 1 have 
introduced the most remarkable exception allowed by 
Austin to the rule that Sovereignty is universal 
among mankind. The passage occurs at p. 237 of 
the first volume of the third edition: — 

‘ Let us suppose that a single family of savages 
lives in absolute estrangement from every other com- 
munity. And let us suppose that the father, the 
chief of this insulated family, receives habitual 
obedience from the mother and children. Now, 
since it is not a limb of another and larger commu- 
nity, the society formed by the parents and children, 
is clearly an independent society, and, since the rest 
of its members habitually obey its chief, this indepen- 
dent society would form a society political, in case 
the number of its members were not extremely minute. 
But, since the number of its members is extremely 
minute, it would, I believe, be esteemed a socbty in 
a state of nature; that is, a society consisting of per- 
sons not in a state of subjection. Without an appli- 
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cation of the terms, which would somewhat smack of 
the ridiculous, we could hardly style the society a 
society political and independent, the imperative 
father and chief a nutnarch or sovereign^ or the 
obedient mother and children stibjects.' 

And then Austin quotes from Montesquieu the 
doctrine tliat * Political {)ower necessarily implies the 
union of several families.’ 

The effect of this passage then is that a society 
may be too small to admit of the application of the 
theory. The employment, Austin says, of his ter- 
minology would be ridiculous in such a case. I be- 
lieve I shall be able to |)oint out to you the significance 
of this appeal to our sense of absurdity, generally a 
a most dangerous criterion ; but at present I merely 
ask you to note the seriousness of the admission, 
since the form of authoiity about which it is made, the 
authority of the Patriarch or Paterfamilias over hie 
family, is, at least according to one modem theory, 
the element or genu out of which ail permanent {>ower 
of man over mait has been gradually developed. 

There are, however, another set of cases, known 
to us from sources of knowledge of which it is |)er- 
haps fair to say that (though Austin is in one sense a 
modem writer) they were hai’dly open when he wrote 
— cases in which the application of his principles is at 
least difilcult and doubtful. It is from no special 
love of Indian examples that I take one from India, 
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but becauBe it happens to be the most modern pre- 
cedent in point. My instance is the Indian Province 
called the Panjaub, the Country of the Five Rivers, 
in the state in which it was for about a quarter of a 
century before its annexation to the British Indian 
Empire. After passing through every conceivable 
phase of anarchy and dormant anarchy, it fell under 
the tolerably consolidated dominion of a half-military, 
half-religious oligarchy, known as the Sikhs. The 
Sikhs themselves were afterwards reduced to subjec- 
tion by a single chieftain belonging to their order, 
Runjeet Singh. At first .sight, there could be no more 
jjerfect embodiment than Runjeet Singh of Sove- 
reignty, as conceived by Austin. He was absolutely 
despotic. Except occasionally on his wild frontier, he 
kept the most perfect order. He could have com- 
manded anything ; the smallest disobedience to his 
commands would have been followed by death or muti- 
lation, and this was perfectly well known to the enor- 
mous majority of his subjects. Yet I doubt whether 
once in all his life he issued a command which Austin 
would call a law. He took, as his revenue, a prodi- 
gious shore of the produce of the soil. He harried 
villages which recalcitrated at his exactions, and he 
executed great numbers of men. He levied great 
armies ; he had all material of power, and exercised 
it in various ways. But he never made a law. The 
rules which regulated the life of his subjects were 
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derived from their immemorial usages, and these 
roles were administered by domestic tribunals, in 
families or village-communities — that is, in groups no 
larger or little larger than those to which the appli- 
cation of Austin’s principles cannot be effected, on 
his own admission, without absurdity. 

1 do not for a moment assert that the existence 
of such a state of political society falsities Austin’s 
theory, as a theory. The great maxim by which ob- 
jections to it are disjwsed of is, as I have so often 
said before, ‘What the Sovereign permits, he com- 
mands.’ The Sikh despot permitted heads of house- 
holds and village-elders to prescribe rules, therefore 
these rules were his commands and true laws. Now 
we can see that an answer of this kind might have 
some force if it were made to an English lawyer who 
denied that the Sovereign in England had ever com- 
manded the Common law. The Crown and Parliament 
command it, Ijecause the Crown and Parliament permit 
it; and the proof that they permit it is that they could 
change it. As a matter of fact, since the objection 
was first advanced, the Common law has been 
largely encroached upon by Act of Parliament, and, 
in our own day, it is possible that it may come to owe 
the whole of its binding force to statute. But my 
Orientid example sliows that the difficulty felt by the 
old lawyers about the Common law may have once 
deserved' more respect than it obtained from Hobbes 
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and his successors. Runjeet Singh never did or 
could have dreamed of changing the civil rules under 
which his subjects lived. Probably he was as strong 
a believer in the independent obligatory force of such 
rules as the elders themselves who applied them. 
An Eastern or Indian theorist in law, to whom the 
assertion was made that Runjeet Singh commanded 
these rules, would feel it stinging him exactly in that 
sense of absurdity to which Austin admits the appeal 
to be legitimate. The theory remains true in such a 
case, but the truth is only verbal. 

You must not suppose that I have been indulging 
in a merely curious speculation about a few extreme 
cases to which the theory of Sovereignty, and of Law 
founded on it, will not apply without straining of 
language. In the first place, the Punjaub under 
Runjeet Singh may be taken as a type of all Oriental 
communities in their native state, during their rare 
intervals of peace and order. They have ever been 
despotisms, and the commands of the despots at their 
head, harsh and cruel as they might be, have always 
been implicitly obeyed. But then these commands, 
save in BO fer as they served to organise administra- 
tive machinery for the collection of revenue, have not 
been true laws ; they have been of the class called by 
Austin occasional or particular commands. The truth 
is that the one solvent of local and domestic usage in 
those parts of the world of which we have any real 
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]^wledge has been not the command of the Sove- 
reign but the supposed command of the Deity. In 
India, the influence of the - Brahminical treatises on 
mixed law and religion in sapping the old customary 
law of the country has always been great, and in 
some particulars, as I tried to explain on a former 
occasion, it has become greater under English rule. 

It is important to observe that, for the purposes 
of the present enquiry, the state of political society 
which I have described as Indian or Oriental is a far 
more trustworthy clue to the former condition of the 
greatest part of the world than is the modem social 
organisation of Western Europe, as we see it before 
our eyes. It is a perhaps not unreasonable impres- 
sion that Sovereignty was simpler and more easily 
discovered in the ancient than in the modem world. 
The critic of Hobbes and Austin, whom I before 
quoted, writes, ‘ in every state of which we read, 
whether Greek, Phoenician, Italian, or Asiatic, there 
was a Sovereign of some sort whose authority was ab- 
solute while it lasted and he adds that, * if Hobbes 
bad tried to write an imaginary history of mankind 
be could not have constructed one better fitted for 
his purpose than the history of the foundation and 
establudim^nt of the Roman Empire.’ I put aside 
for awhile the consideration of the Roman Empire, 
and my reasons for doing so will become apparent 
afterwards ; but, if we give our attention to empires 
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at all resembling that of the Rmnans in territorial 
extent, we shall find that, properly understood, they 
are very far from corresponding to the Great Levia- 
than imagined by Hobbes. We know something of 
the Assyrian and Babylonian Empires from Jewish 
records, and something of the Median and Persian 
Empires from Greek records. We learn from these 
that they were in the main tax -taking empires. We 
know that they raised enormous revenues from their 
subjects. We know that, for occasional wars of con- 
quest^ they levied vast armies from populations spread 
over immense areas. We know that they exacted 
the most implicit obedience to their occasional com- 
mands, or punished disoljedience with the utmost 
cruelty. We know that the monarchs at their head 
were constantly dethroning petty kings and even 
transplanting whole communities. But amid all this, 
it is clear that in the main they interfered but little 
with the every day religious or civil life of the groups 
to which their subjects belonged. They did not legis- 
late. The ‘ royal statute ’ and ‘ firm decree ’ which 
has been preserved to us as a sample of ‘ law of tlie 
Medes and Persians which altereth not ’ is not a law 
at all in the modem juridical acceptation of the term. 
It is what Austin would call a ‘particular. command,’ 
a sudden, spasmodic, and temporary interference with 
ancient multifarious usage left in general undisturbed. 
What is even more instructive is that the famous 



zin. 


UMTS OF ANALYTICAL SYSTEM. 


Athenian Empire belonged to the same class of sove- 
reignties os the Empire of the Great King. The 
Athenian Assembly miwle true laws for I'csidcnts on 
Attic territory, but the dominion of Athens over her 
subject cities and islands was clearly a tax-taking 
as distinguished from a legislating Empire. 

The difficulty of employing Au.stin’s terminology 
of these great government.s i.s obvious enough. How 
can it conduce to clear thinking to spt^ak of the 
Jewish law as commanded at one jieriod by the 
Great King at Susa ? The cardinal rule of the 
Analytical Jurists, ‘what the Sovereign permits, he 
commands,’ rcrnaitis verbally true, but against its 
application in such a case there lies an apjHjnl to a 
higher tribunal of which Austin allows th(j jurisdic- 
tion, our sense of tl»e ridiculous. 

I have now reached the point at which I can 
conveniently state my own opinion of the practical 
limitations w'hich must be given to the system of the 
Analytical Jurists, in order that it may jxissess, 1 will 
not say theoretical truth, but practical value. The * 
Western world, to which • they confined their atten- 
tion, must be conceived as having undergone two sets 
of changes. The States of modern Europe must be 
conceived os having been formed in a manner dif- 
ferent from the great empires of antiquity (save 
one), and from the modem empires and kingdoms of 
the East, and a new order of ideas on the subject of 



886 


OBIOIKAL C0M1ID51TIB8. 


LBOZ. xm. 


l^Ulatim must be conceived as having been intro* 
duced into the world through the empire of the 
Romans. Unless these changes had taken place, I do 
not believe that the system would ever have been 
engendered in the brain of its authors. Wherever 
these changes have not taken place, 1 do not believe 
the application of the system to be of value. 

The most nearly universal fact which can be 
asserted respecting the origin of the political commu- 
nities called States is that they were formed by the 
coalescence of groups, the original group having been 
in no case smaller than the patriarchal family. But 
in the communities which came into existence before 
the Roman Empire, and in those which have been 
slightly affected by it or not at all, this coalescence 
was soon arrested. There are some traces of the 
process everywhere. The hamlets of Attica coalesce 
to form the Athenian State ; and the primitive 
Roman State is formed by the coalescence of the 
minute communities on the original hills. In very 
many Indian village-communities there are signs 
of smaller elements combining to make them up. 
But this earlier coalescence soon stops. In a later 
stage,, political communities, wearing a superficial 
resemblance to the Roman Empire, and often of 
very great territorial extent, are constructed by one 
community conquering another or one chieftain, at 
the head of a single community or tribe, subjugat- 
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iog great masses of population. But, independently 
of the Roman Empire and its influence, the separate 
local life of the small societies included in these 
great States was not extinguished or even much en- 
feeUed. They continued as the Indian village-com- 
munity has continued, and indeed, even in their most 
glorious forms, they belonged essentially to that type 
of society. But the process of change by which the 
States of the modem world were formed has been 
materially diflerent from this. The smaller groups 
have been much more completely broken up and 
absorbed in the larger, the larger have agau. been 
swallowed up in still wider, and these in yet wider 
areas. Local life and village custom have not, it is 
true, decayed everywhere in the same degree. There 
is much more of them in Russia than in Germany ; 
more of them in Germany than in England ; more of 
them in England than in France. But on the whole, 
whenever the modern State is formed, it is an as* 
semblage of fragments considerably smaller than 
those which made op empires of the earlier type, 
and considerably liker to one another. 

It would be rash to lay down confidently which 
is cause and which is consequence, but unquestion- 
ably this completer trituration in modem societies of 
the groups which once lived with an independent 
life has proceeded concurrently with much greater 
activity in legislation. Wherever the primitive con- 
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dition of Aryan race reveals itself either through 
historical records or through the survival of its an- 
cient institutions, the organ which in the elementary 
group corresponds to what we call the legislature, is 
everywhere discernible. It is the Village Council, 
sometimes owning a responsibility to the entire 
body of villagers, sometimes disclaiming it, some- 
times overshadowed by the authority of an hereditary 
chief, but never altogether obscured. From this 
embryo have sprung all the most famous legislatures 
of the world, the Athenian Ekklesia, the Roman 
Comitia, Senate and Prince, and our own Parliament, 
the type and parent of all the ‘ collegiate sovereign- 
ties ’ (as Austin would call them) of the modern 
world, or in other words of all governments in which 
sovereign power is exercised by the people or shared 
between the people and the King. Yet, if we ex- 
amine the undeveloped fonn of this organ of State, 
its legislative faculty is its least distinct and least 
energetic faculty. In point of fact, as I have ob- 
served elsewhere, the various shades of the power 
lodged with the Village Council, under the empire of 
the ideas proper to it, are not distinguished from one 
another, nor does the mind see a clear difference 
between making a law, declaring a law, and punish- 
ing an offender agmnst a law. If the powers of this 
body must be described by modem names, that 
which lies most in the background is legislative 
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power, that which is most distinctly conceived is 
judicial power. The laws obeyed are regarded as 
having always existed, and usages really new are 
confounded with the really old. 

The village-communities of the Arj'an race do 
not therefore exercise true legislative })ower so long 
as they remain under jwimitivj! influences. Nor 
again is legislative power exercised in any intelli- 
gible sense of the words by the Sovereigns of those 
great States, now confined to the East, which pre- 
serve the primitive local groups most nearly intact. 
Legislation, as we conceive it, and the break up of 
local life apfwar to have universally gone on to- 
gether. Compare the Hindoo village-community in 
India with the Teutonic village-community in Eng- 
land. The first of them, among all the institutions 
of the country which are not modern and of British 
construction, is far the most definite, far the most 
strongly marked, far the most highly organised. Of 
the latter, the ancient English community, the ves- 
tiges may certainly be tracked, but the comparative 
method has to be called in, and the written law and 
written history of many centuries searched, before 
their significance can be understood and the broken 
outline restored to completeness. It is impossible 
not to connect the diflfering vitality of the same in- 
stitution with certain other phenomena of the two 
countries. In India, Mogul and Mahratta, following 
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power, that which is most distinctly conceived is 
judicial power. The laws obeyed are regarded as 
having always existed, and usages really new are 
confounded with the really old. 

The village-communities of the Aryan race do 
not therefore exercise true legislative power so long 
as they remain under primitive influences. Nor 
again is legislative power exercised in any intelli- 
gible sense of the words by the Sovereigns of those 
great States, now confined to the East, which pre- 
serve the primitive local groups most nearly intact. 
Legislation, as we conceive it, and the break up of 
local life appear to have universally gone on to- 
gether. Compare the Hindoo village-community in 
India with the Teutonic village-community in Eng- 
land. The first of them, among all the institutions 
of the country which are not modern and of British 
construction, is far the most definite, far the most 
strongly marked, far the most highly organised. Of 
the latter, the ancient English community, the ves- 
tiges may certainly be tracked, but the comparative 
method has to be called in, and the written law and 
written history of many centuries searched, before 
their significance can be understood and the broken 
outline restored to completeness. It is impossible 
not to connect the differing vitality of the same in- 
stitution with certain other phenomena of the two 
countries. In India, Mogul and Mahratta, following 
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a long series of earlier conquerors, have swept over 
the village-conununities, but after including them in 
a nominal empire they have imposed no permanent 
obligation beyond the payment of tax or tribute. If 
on some rare occasions they have attempted the en- 
forced religious conversion of subjugated populations, 
the temples and the rites have been at most changed 
in the villages, while the civil institutions have been 
left untouched. Here in England the struggle be- 
tween the central and the local power has followed 
a vetry difiFerent course. We can see plainly that 
the King’s law and the King’s courts have been 
perpetually contending against the local law and the 
local courts, and the victory of the King’s law has 
drawn after it the long series of Acts of Parliament 
founded on its principles. The whole process can 
only be called legislation ever increasing in energ}', 
until the ancient multifarious law of the country 
has been all but completely abolished, and the old 
usages of the independent communities have degene- 
rated into the customs of manors or into mere habits 
having no sanction from law. 

There is much reason to believe that the Roman 
Empire was the source of the influences which have 
led, immediately or itltimately, to the formation 
of highly-centralised, actively-legislating. States. It 
was the first great dominion which did not merely 
tax, but le^slatcd also. The process was spread 
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over many centuries. If I had to fix the epochs of 
its commencement and completion, I should place 
them roughly at the issue of the first Edictttm 
Provinciale, and at the extension of the Homan 
citizenship to all subjects of the empire, but no doubt 
the foundations of the change were laid considerably 
liefore the first j)eriod, and it was contintjed in some 
ways long after the last. But, in the result, a vast 
and miscellaneous mass of customary law was broken 
up and replaced by new institutions. Seen in tliis 
light, the Homan Ktnpirc is accurately described 
in the Prophecy of Daniel, It devoured, brake in 
pieces, and stamped tlic residue .with its feet. 

The irruption of the barbarian races into the 
Empire difi'used through the communities included in 
it a multitude of the primitive tribal and village 
ideas which they had lost. Nevertheless no society 
directly or indirectly influenced by the Empire has 
been altogether like the societies formed on tliat more 
ancient system which the immobility of the East 
has continued till we can actually observe it. In all 
commonwealths of the first kind. Sovereignty is more 
or less distinctly associated with legislative power, and 
the directioi? in which this power was to be exercised 
was in a omsiderable number of countries clearly 
chalked ouf , by the jurisprudence which the Empire 
left behigT it. Th^ Homan law, firom which the 
most anient notions had been almost wholly 
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expelled, was palpably the great solvent of local usage 
everywhere. There are thus two types of organised 
political society. In the more ancient of these, the 
great bulk of men derive their rules of life from 
the customs of their village or city, but they occa- 
sionally, though most implicitly, obey the commands 
of an absolute ruler who takes taxes from them but 
never legislates. In the other, and the one with 
which we are most familiar, the Sovereign is ever 
more actively legislating on principles of his own, 
while local custom and idea are ever hastening to 
decay. It seems to me that in the passage from one 
of these political systems to another, laws have dis- 
tinctly altered their character. The Force, for ex- 
ample, which is at the back of law, can only be 
called the same by a mere straining of language. 
Customary law-^ subject on which all of Austin’s 
remarks seem to me comparatively unfruitful — ^is not 
obeyed, as enacted law' is obeyed. When it obtains 
over small areas and in small natural groups, the 
penal sanctions on which it depends are partly opin- 
ion, partly superstition, but to a far greater extent 
an instinct almost as blind and unconscious as that 
which produces some of the movements of our bodies. 
The actual constraint which is required to secure 
conformity with usage is inconceivably small. When, 
however, the rules which have to be obeyed once 
emanate from on authority external to the amall 
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natural group and forming no part of it, they wear a 
character wholly unlike that of a customary rule. They 
lose the assistance of superstition, probably that of 
opinion, certainly that of spontaneous impulse. The 
force at the back of law comes therefore to be purely 
(^rcive force to a degree quite unknown in societies 
of the more primitive type. Moreover, in many 
communities, this force has to act ut a very great 
distance from the bulk of the jMjrsons ex|K)8ed to it, 
and thus the Sovereign who wields it has to deal with 
great classes of acts and with great classes of per- 
sons, rather than with isolated acts and with indivi- 
duals. Among the consequences of this Jiecessity are 
many of the characteristics sometimes supposed to be 
inseparable from laws, their indifferency, their inex- 
orableness, and their generality. 

And as the conception of Force associated with 
laws has altered, so also, I think, has the conception 
of Order. In the elementary social groups formed 
by men of the Aryan race, nothing can be more mo- 
notonous than the routine of village custom. Never- 
theless, in the interior of the households which 
te^ether make up the village-community, the des- 
potism of usage is replaced by the desix}tism of 
paternal authority. Outside each threshold is im- 
memorial custom blindly obeyed; inside is the Patria 
Potestas exercised by a half-civilised man over wife, 
child, and slave. So &r then as laws are ccunmands, 
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they would be associated in this stage of society less 
with invariable order than with inscrutable caprice ; 
and it is easier to supirase the men of those times 
looking to the succession of natural phenomena, day 
and night, summer and winter, for types of regularity, 
than to the words and actions of those above them 
who possessed coercive power over them. 

The Force then which is at the back of laws 
was not always the same. The Order which goes 
with them was not always the same. They have 
only gradually attracted to themselves the attributes 
which seem essential to them not only in the popular 
view but to the penetrating eye of the Analytical 
Jurist. Their generality and their dependence on the 
coercive force of a Sovereign are the result of the 
great territorial area of modern States, of the com- 
minution of the sub-groups which compose them, and 
above all of the example and influence of the Roman 
Commonwealth under Assembly, Senate, and Prince, 
which from very early times was distinguished 
from all other dominations and powers in that 
it brake up more thoroughly that which it de- 
voured. 

It has sometimes been said of great ^tems ot 
thought that nothing but an accident prevented their 
coming into existence centuries before their actual 
birth. No such assertion can be made of the system 
of the Analytical Jurists, which could not have been 
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conceived in the brain of its authors till the time was 
fully ripe for it. Hobbes’s great doctrine is plainly 
the result of a generalisation which he had oppor- 
tunities unrivalled in that day for effecting, since 
daring the virility of his intellect he was as much on 
the Continent as in England, first as a travelling tutor 
and afterwards as an exile Hying from civil disturb- 
ances. Independently of English affairs, which he 
certainly viewed as a strong partisan, the phenomena 
W'hich he had to observe were governments rapidly 
centralising themselves, load privileges and juris- 
dictions in e.xtreme decay, the old historical bodies, 
such as the French Parliaments, tending for the time 
to become furnaces of anarchy, the only hope of 
order discoverable in kingly power. These were 
among the palpable fruits of the wars which ended 
in the Peace of Westphalia. The old multiform 
local activity of feudal or quasi-feudal society was 
everywhere enfeebled or destroyed ; if it had con- 
tinued, the system of this great thinker would almost 
certainly have never seen the light ; we have heard 
of a village Hampden, but a village Hobbes is incon- 
ceivable. By the time Bentham wrote, and while he 
was writing, the conditions which suggest the Analy- 
tical System of Jurisprudence presented themselves 
still more distinctly. A Sovereign who was a de- 
mocracy commenced, and a Sovereign who was a 
despot completed, the Ck)dification of the laws of 
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Fran<%. There had never before in the modem world 
been so striking an exemplification of the proposition 
that, what the Sot'ereign permits, he commands, be- 
cause he could at any time substitute an express com- 
mand for his tacit permission, nor so impressive a 
lesson in the far-reaching and on the whole most 
beneficial results which might be expected from the 
increased activity of Sovereigns in legislation proper. 

No geniuses of an equally high order so completely 
divorced themselves from history as Hobbes and 
Bentham, or appear, to me at all events, so completely 
under the impression that the world had always been 
more or less as they saw it. Bentham could never 
get rid of the idea that imperfect or })erver8e appli- 
cations of his principles had produced many things 
with which they had nothing whatever to do, and I 
know no more striking instance of an historical mis- 
conception (though at the time a very natural one) 
than Hobbes’s comparison of privileged corporations 
and organised local groups to the parasites which the 
physiolog)' then becoming fashionable had shown to 
live in the internal membranes of the human body. 
We now know that, if we are forced to use a physiolo- 
gical illustration, these groups must rather be com- 
pared to the primary cells out of which the whole 
human body has been built up. 

But, if the Analytical Jurists failed to see a great 
deal which can only be explained by the help of his- 
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tory, they saw a great deal which even in our day is 
imperfectly seen by those who, so to speak, let them- 
selves drift with history. Sovereignty and Law, 
regarded as facts, had only gradually assumed a 
shape in which they answered to the conception of 
them formed by Hobbes, Bcntham, and Austin, but 
the corresjwndencc really did exist by their time, 
and was tending constantly to Ix'come more iwrfect. 
They were thus able to frame a juridicid termino- 
logy which hafl for one virtue that it was rigi<lly con- 
sistent with itself, an<l for another that, if it did not 
completely express facts, thccpialiiicaticnsof its accu- 
racy were never serious enough to deprive it of value 
and tended moreover to Iwjcomc less and less important 
aa time went on. No conception of law and society 
has ever removed such a mass of undoubted delusion. 
The force at the disjx>sal of Sovereigns did in fact act 
largely through laws as underst(K)d by these Jurists, 
but it acted confusedly, hesitatingly, with many mis- 
takes and vast omissions They for the hrst time 
saw all that it was cai»able of effecting, if it was ap- 
plied boldly and consistently. All that has followed 
is a testimony to their sagacity. I do not know a 
single law-reform effected since Bentham's day which 
cannot be traced to his influence; but a still more 
8tu*tling proof of the clearing of the brain produced 
by this system, even in an earlier stage, may be found 
in Hobbes. In his ‘ Dialogue of the Common Laws,’ he 
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argues for a fusion of law and equity, a registration 
of titles to land, and a systematic penal code — ^three 
measures which we are on the eve of seeing carried 
out at this very moment. 

The capital fact in the mechanism of modem 
States is the energy of legislatures. Until the fact 
existed, I do not, as I have said, believe that the 
system of Hobbes, Bentham and Austm could have 
been conceived ; wherever it exhibits itself imper- 
fectly, I think that the system is never properly 
appreciated. The comparative neglect with which 
German writers have treated it seems to me to be 
explained by the comparative recency of legislative 
activity in Germany. It is however impossible to 
observe on tlie connection between legislation and 
the analytical theory of law Avithoiit having the 
mind carried to the famous addition w'hich Bentham 
and Austin engrafted on tiie speculations of Hobbes. 
This addition consisted iti coupling them with the 
doctrine or theory of utility — of the greatest happi- 
ness of the greatest number considered as the basis of 
law and morals. What, then, is the connection, essen- 
tial or historical, between the utilitarian theory and 
•the analytical theory of law? I certainly do not 
affect to be able, especially at the close of a lecture, to 
exhaust a subject of such extent and difficolfy, but 
I have a few words to say of it. To myself the 
juost interesting thing about the theory of Utility w 
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it presupposes the theory of Equality. The 
greatest number is the greatest number of men 
taken as units ; ‘ one shall only count for one,’ said 
Bentham emphatically and over and over again. In 
fact, the most conclusive objection to the doctrine 
would consist in denying this equality ; and I have 
myself heard an Indian Brahmin dispute it on the 
ground that, according to the clear teaching of his 
religion, a Brahmin was entitled to twenty times ns 
much happiness as anybody else. Now how did 
this fundamental assumption of equality, which (I 
may observe) broadly distinguishes Bentham’s theo- 
ries from some systems •wnth Avhich it is sup]>OMcd 
to share the reproach of having pure selfishness for 
its base — how did it suggest itself to Bentham’s 
mmd ? He saw ' plainly — nobody more clearly — 
that men are not as a fact equal ; the pro|H)8ition 
tliat men are by nature equal he expressly denounced 
as an anarchical sophism. Whence then came the 
equality which is a jiostulate of his famous doctrine 
about the greatest happiness of the greatest number? 
I venture to think that this doctrine is nothing more 
than a working rule of legislation, and that in this 
form it was originally conceived by Bentham. As- 
sume a numerous and tolerably homogeneous com- 
munity — assume a Sovereign whose commands take 
a l^islative shape — assume great energy, actual or 
potential, in this legislature — ^the only jmssible, the 
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only conceivable, principle which can guide legisla- 
tion on a great scale is the greatest happiness of the 
greatest number. It is in fact a condition of legis- 
lation which, like certain characteristics of laws, has 
grown out of the distance from, which sovereign 
power acts upon subjects in modern political so- 
cieties, and of the necessity under which it is thereby 
placed of neglecting differences, even real differences, 
between the units of which they are composed. Ben- 
tiiam was in truth neither a jurist nor a moralist in 
the proper sense of the word. He theorises not on 
law but on legislation ; when carefully examined, he 
may be seen to be a legislator even in morals. No 
doubt his language seems sometimes to imply that 
he is explaining moral phenomena ; in reality he 
wishes to alter or re-arrange them according to a 
woi’king rule gathered from his reflections on legis- 
lation. This transfer of his working rule from 
legislation to morality seems to me the true ground 
of the criticisms to which Bentham is justly open 
as an analyst of moral facts. 
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A cceptance of etock, oflRyit of, i os ; 

not always voluntary, ib . ; by King 
of Eiiu from the Emperor, 165; from 
the successor of St Patrick, 166 
Agnadc kindred in Roman law, 106, 1 12 
Aunll, Book of, 12 ; prolmbly oldest of 
the Irish Law TnKts, 2i ; relates the 
story of Cormac, 37 ; advanced legal 
views of, 45 ; on dog<fights and Whs, 
46 ; on rule of legitimacy. 53, 50 ; on 
fui^ir tenancy, 174; on distrihution 
of the Irish family, 208; on the 
' GeSfine group, 210 
Aires, the nobles, 136 ; seven grades of, 
ib. 


Al^d, feud law of, 803 
AUenaGon of tribal lauds, how limited, 
108; in Hindoo law, 100; in Hussia, 
ib. ; decision of Hadras High Court 
on, 110 

Analytical Jurists, the, 343 ; Bcntham 
on legislation, Austin on jurispra* 
denoe, t5.; Hobbes on government, 
354 ; aasertioDS of, in reg^ to sove* 
857 ; on force and order, 372 ; 
limits of andytical system, 386 ; iit* 
ftueiiee of the analytical system, 397 
Aju^Norman settlement in IreUnd, 
dmetaoC; 54 

Duke of^on the * Reign of Law/ 

modem, the rise of, 130; 
origin^ ia some communities, 138 ; a 
^vfemga government, 850 
Aran emtoma, bond between East and 
West, 20, ^ loetitiitione. 

^mned from a coaleeeenee of 
oommnnttiee, 84 ; its empire 


Augustus, Marriage Iaw pf. 335 
Austin, John, unknown abroad, 818 
his ' Province of Jurisprudence de- 
termined,* 345; nature of his proposi- 
tions. 346; his definition of sove- 
roigfity, 317, 348; the individual or 
collegmto Ho\'ereigti, 349; various 
forms of monarchpr. 350 ; the govern- 
ment of Great Britain, an aristocracy, 
ih . ; the sovereign determinate, 361 ; 
olieyed by the large minority, 852 ; 
must receive habitaal oMienco, 353 ; 
difficultvas to obedience to the »See of 
Rome, to. ; uncontrolled by any human 
superior, ib. ; compared with Hobbes, 
354, 366 ; force of society, 358 ; 
sovereignty an abstracGoo, 369 ; eli- 
mination of historical infiuences, 360 ; 
scientific method, 361 ; law defi^Dd- 
eiit upon sovereignty, 362 ; right, 
duty, and punishment, 363; eus- 
tomaiy law, v*. ; sovereigns oommaad 
what they permit, 364; the Greek 
tyranUi. 365; theory of morality, 
366, 367 ; his utilttananiem, 368 ; on 
law of God, 369; the moet eerioua 
blemish in his woi^, t5, ; his analysis 
of extant governments, ; on anar- 
cliy, 377 ; on state of aatnie, 376 ; 
DO sovereign in very small gmp, 
379; ouotes Monteaguieu, tb*; oi 
particular commands, 362 ; on cna- 
law, 392 


B ENEHCES, source of feudaliitt. 
Bentham, Jeremy, on evldiiiea, 
49; deals with legisUtioD rather than 
jurisprudence, 343 ; hie inflacnae 
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BIRTH 

on Uw reforms, 3R7 ; bis working 
rule trae in legi^ion rather than in 
mofinls, 400 

Birth and wealth, (^position between, a 
modern idea, 184 

Birthright, the reward of the distributer 
of an estate, 197 ; to be distinguished 
fh)m primogeniture, ib.; sometimes 
enjoyM by the younger son, ib . ; 
thus connected with borough English, 
ib. 

Bishops, Ancient Irish, multitude and 
serrile position of, 235; dependent 
on religious houses, 286; religious 
kinship, 237 

Blnckstone on horough English. 222 ; 
on haaards of taking distress, 273; 
his method opposed by Benthnm and 
Austin, 347; his definition of law, 
871 

Bo*aire, or cow-nobleman, 1 35 ; an en- 
riched peasant, 165 

Borough English, 222 ; similar custom 
in law of Wales, 223 

Bracton on primogeniture, 125; on dis- 
traint, 270, 277 

Brahmius, the only true cast^, 215 ; 
their dislike of wouian’s property, 
326 ; authors of ‘ Huttee,’ 336 

Brehon Laws. See Irish Law Tnicts 

Brehons, the, a class of professional law- 
yers, 24 ; hereditar}', iA. : compared 
with the Druids, 28, 32 ; universal 
referees, ib. ; their schools numerous, 
ib. ; tlieir cosmogouy, 34 ; the king 
and the brehon, 36 ; judgiMS but not 
priests, 38 ; acUxi by arbitration, ib. ; 
on Toluntarr submission of litigants, 
43 ; declared law through hypothetical 
cases, 44 ; iofiuence of their self-as- 
sertion, 51 ; with their pupils consti- 
tuted a true family, 243 ; incorrectly 
described as a caste, 244; became 
hereditary, 245; accompanied dis- 
trainer in action of distress, 286; 
equity and reasonablent^ displayed 
in the law of distress, 291 

Bride-price, widely difibsed Aryan cus- 
tom, 324 

Bryce, Mr., on infinonce of the Homan 
Empire, 165 

Burton, Mr., on legitimacy in Scotland, 
60 ; on suooeaskm, 204 


CHItF 

H his description of the Celtji 
in Gaul, 5 ; on the writing of the 
Oauis, 18; his account of the 
Druids, 28 ; of the three Celtic 
orders, 29; failed to obserre the 
dt visions of septs and families, 30; 
found the Cohs polygamous, 59 ; 
on noble class among Colts, 132 ; 
oil the debtors of Celtic chiefii, 167 

Canon Law, origin of, 63 ; on consan- 
guinity, 213 

Capital, formerly more important than 
land, 168 ; in the hands of the nobles, 
169 ; source of power over the poorer 
classes, ib. 

* Capitis Deminutio,* of the Homan law, 
218 

Ciiste, origin of, 244 ; tendency of trades 
to become hereditary, 245 ; Brahmins 
the only true hereditary caste, ib . ; 
resemblance to literary fosterage in 
the Brehon Tracts, 246 

Cattle, wealth in, 137; reward of ser- 
vice to the chief. 142 ; object of a 
Kafir chiefs retainers, 143; cattle 
sUialing, 144 ; in Ireland a ‘ surrival,’ 
ib. ; irajHirtance of in early ages. 147 ; 
orijpnol ‘capital,* ib.; origin of jpt- 
cunia, 148 ; their importance in Ho- 
man law and among the Hindoos, ib . ; 
most valuable when men settled to 
cultivate laud, ib. ; measure of value, 
3 49 ; in Brehon laws, ib. ; value of, for 
labour in tillage, ib. ; cause of their 
protection in Homo and India, 160; 
Irish system of giving stock, 151; 
source of vassalage, 152 ; resembling 
commendation, 158 ; source of pcwi r 
to the nobles, 168 ; regulated by the 
Brehon laws, 169; distraint of, 262 ; 
impounding, 263 

Ceile, or Kyle, a vassal to the chief, 
158 

Celtic societies, 4 ; three orders of, 29 ; 
polygamy among, 59; land system, 
96 ; society described by Sir W. Scott, 
141 

Cliief, Ancient Aryan, or King , appears 
as prieet jud^ and captain, 36 

Chief, the elective, tnccMds the patri- 
archal power, 117; sometmea with 
Council of Kinsmen, ib. ; his statua 
119 ee^. ; the source of primogeni* 
tuze, 120; Irish tribal eiad, 127; 
the Norman nobles as Irish riiicfs. 
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CHRtSTUiriTT 

138; relAtioM of cht«f and Uril)e» 
138 ; growth of hi» power over the 
knilf 130; bis poeitiou itt the Bre* 
bon Iswi^ 132 ; neoessarilv rich, 
183 ; not in liuid, but in cattle, 184 ; 
power iocFMUMKl by giring stock, 1A7 ; 
rij^t of refection, 161 ; omplo^ the 
fhuiMn on his lands, 173 ; aerired 
great increase of power by so doing, 
177 ; private estates of, 193 ; in* 
stances of estates divided by, 104; 
possessed power of distributing in- 
heritances, 106 : his family vonerated 
as representing the purest blood, 200 ; 
eldest relative preferred to eldest son, 
201 

Christianity intrcxluced writing to the 
mder nations, 13 ; affocted the Bre- 
hon laws, 65, 08 ; restrained the 
liberty of divorce, 60 
Church, Ancient Irish, 236 
Ghuivh, the Christian, its influence on 
contracts, 66 ; on wills and private 
property, 104 ; in favour of women, 
837 ; promoted dotation, 338 
Clans, ti^ttish, 6 

Code Napoleon, on personal revonge, 303 
Coin and Livery, oppressive nature of 
in Inland, 128, 161 

Collective ownership of the soil, primi- 
tive and universal, 1 
Comitatus, the companions of Uie King, 
138; Urn Royal ilousehold, 139. Se 
Companions 

Commendation, eflects of, 130, 164 ; ac- 
counted for, 166 ; illustrated in Bre- 
hon Tracts, 166 ; incurred by accept- 
ing stock, 166 

Companions of the King, 138 ; of Erin, 
139; of Iceland, 140 ; of Highland 
chiefs, 141 ; of Teutonic kings, t6. ; 
everywhere rewarded by gifts of land, 
t6. ; and of cattle, 142; their status 
at ftrrt servile, 146; when free, not 
the king's near kindred, ib. 
Oiiinpurgatioii,aii ancient test of troth, 
4S 

Consaa guinity. See IHoship 
Contiacte, eemeepdon of, due to the 
(^nmh, 66 ; influence of the Church 
^ 90 ^ 104 

Cofliri1^^nc^igcnoe,prmeipl^ of^ in 
^ ancient liiidx laws, 46 
uwta, Mr., on origin of EnoBeh tnad- 
tntiooa, 286 


DUBBTiUGB 

Coma Becena, one of the Irish Law 
Trsets, 66; deals chiefly witli con* 
tracts, »6, and limitations ofeontmet, 
68; on tribal mperty, 103; bias 
of author toward the Church, 104 ; 
on alienation of tribal land, 111, 191 
Coshering, oppressive nature of, in Ire* 
land, 128, 161 

Co-tenancy, Irish law of, 113 
Cultivating groups, 1 18 
Oumhal. a measure of value, 149 ; ori- 
ginally a female slave, <6. 

Custumals, French maooali of feudal 
rules, 6 


D AKRSTOCK Tenure, Law of, 162, 
168 ; reduced the vassals to servi- 
tude, 169; often became permanent, 
162 

Dasent, Mr., his history of Burnt Njat, 
140 ; on Norse customs, 288 
iMvis, Hir J., on Irish law, 18; on 
Irish Land, 98 ; on Irish oppression, 
127; on right of refection, 161 ; de- 
nounces tl»o Eric-Fine, 170 ; on 
Tanistry, 206 ; on (ravelkind, 186, 
206 ; on degeneracy of the Normans 
settled in Ireland, 247 
* Hharna,’ the Hindoo custom of sitting, 
40, 297, 298 ; I^ord Teignmouth’s ac- 
count of, 299 ; sanctions of, 300 ; 
modem prr>hibiti(>n of, 301 ; survives 
in native Indian States, 304 
Distress, Lew of, 8 ; forms a large part 
of Brebon law, 39. ^ Legal Heme- 
diet 

Dithim, dfday in pound, 281 
Ditmarsh, Aristocracies in, 330 
Divorce, the likrty of, facilitated the 
introduction of monogamy, 60; re- 
strained ^ Cfliristian moralitv, t*6. 
Doniol. on hTngiish copyholds, 126 
Dotation, compulsory in Homan Law, 
336 ; promoted by the Christian 
Church, 338; its power in France, 
339 

Druids, mentioned in the Irish Law 
Tracts, 28 ; described Omiar and 
Htrubo, ih . ; their flmetioiiii, 81 ; re- 
sembled the Brehona, 32; believed 
in the immortality of the eoul, 40 
I>ubbtbau;h, compiler of the Smiehui 
Kor, 22 ; blessed by St Patriric, 46. 
resembles the cht^ Druid ofCmir,88 
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Dogmord* Eer. H., on tbo robunen of 
chiefi) 148; on Kaftr law 
suits, 802 

Dnpiii, Jtt on French bouse-eomintuu- 
oes, 80 


E dward I., his decision in fuvonr of 
Baliol, 204 

Electiire headship, succeeds to the patri- 
archal power, 117 

Empires, Ancient (except the Roman) 
bixlevying rather than lawmaking, 
384 ; the Athenian Empire, 385 
English courts of justice active agents 
in working out changes of ideas, 229 
— emigrants in America adopted vil> 
Inge communities, 94 
— law, contrasted with Irish, 43 ; case 
law, importance of, 47 ; careful- 
ness about facts, 48 

— settlers in India, reputed harsh land- 
lords, 128 

— towmship, early representation of, 
221 

Equality of men, foundation of the 
ntilitiurian philosophy, 398 ; the con- 
trary opinion of a Brahmin, 399 
Eric-ftne, a payment sulwtituted for 
homicide, 23 ; its usefulness, 170 


F act?!, ri^gard to, spwial character- 
istic of English justice, 48; of 
human nature intricately in >*o1v<h1, 49 
Fair of Carman, 27 

Family, the smallest group, 06; ex- 
pands into the tribe, 69; recruited 
by stranglers, id , ; stages of transition, 
78; Hindoo joint mmily, id,; the 
common home and the common table, 
80; the *8ne’ in Ireland, 90; the 
legal unit of the Brehon IWts. 01 ; 
gave names to places, id.; ancient 
divisions ot 185; abnormal divisions 
of the Irish family, 208 eeg, ; not 
according to deg;ree8 of blood, 211 ; 
the Ronuitt fiiinily compared with 
the Irish, 218 ; older members some- 
times pensioners of, 219 ; custom of 
borougn English, 224 ; enlargement 
of, by fictitious kinship in Rome, 
230 ; in Ireland, 231 ; the one con- 
dition of progiresi to crvilisation, 
807 ; nssumed as the starting-pomt 


FBKBIUX 

of both Homan and Hindoo law, $d , ; 
the patriarchal &mily, 810; its 
power, t5. ; fts decay, 811 ; its treat- 
ment of women, id. 

Fasting, npon a debtor, 89; similar 
Hindoo custom of * Dhama,* 40 

Father, power of the, the first and 
greatest landmark in l<gal history, 
216 

Feodnm, Feud or Fief, etymology of, 
171 ; meant property or cattle, 172 

Feud, Alfred^s Law of^ 803 

Feudal dues, bnrden of in France, 124 

— law, errors of writers on, 119 ; of 
succession, its growth, 205 

— monarchy, exact counterpart of a 
fcu(lal>manor, 77 

— system, contrasted with the Roman 
Empire, 158; sources of, 154; ita 
germs in ancient social forms, 166 

Feudalization of Europe, 85 ; has 
changed the ‘ mark* into the mancxr, 
id, ; makes the land the exclusive 
bond of union, id. ; effect of ‘ com- 
mendation,' 86 ; dissolution of feudal 
groups, id. ; growth of Feudal law of 
Succession, 205 

* Fine,’ Irish term for family or sept, 
90 ; in the Brehcm Tracts, the sept, 
105 ; also of all forms of the fiimily, 
231 

Fine, pecuniary, a composition for 
homicide, 23 ; supplanted retalia- 
tion, id. 

Five, importance of the number, 221 

Klaiths, minor Irish chiefs, 93 

Fosterage, widely diffused custom in 
Aiyan communities, 241 ; specially 
strong in Ireland, 242 ; true explana- 
tion of, id. 

— literei^, treated of in Brehon Tracts, 
242 ; similar custom in India, 243 ; 
by Hindoo law earned succession to 
property, id. 

France, subdivision of land in, 121 ; 
signorial monopolies in, 123; power 
of the cusUnn of dotation in, 889 

Freeman, Mr., on territorial style of 
English kings, 78 ; of French kings, 
74; on the German village com- 
munity, 77 ; on English vill^ com- 
munities, 82 ; on ctnnparative politics, 
110; on classes, 181; on servile 
nobility, 145; on Mr. Coote'i work 
on lawi, 896 
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fuldhtn, stranger tenants, 93 ; ancient 
•ervile class, 172; stiangen ftom 
other tribes, 178; soldy dependent 

r n the chief, 173 ; ^d rack rent, 
similar classes in Orissa, 176 


^AlUS, discovery of his treatise, 

\J 230 ; his account of * Lcgis Ac- 
tiones,* 261 ; of the claimant's wand. 
234 ; on danger of miscarriiige of 
law, 255; on the ‘Pignoris onpio/ 
256 ; on excessive subtlety of lawyers, 
273 

Gavelkind, in Indand. descrilied, 99, 
166; in Kussia, 189; difficulties 
respecting, 190 ; reintroductd to in- 
jure the L^h, 206 

Geilflne, principal division of Irish 
family, 209 teg . ; said to mean 
* haod-faroily/ 216 

Gillingham, origin of name, 83 

Glanville, on division of land, 125; on 
sncc€«sion, 203 

GoMiprod, or spiritual relationship, 
240; closely tissimilaled to blood 
relationship, 241 

Grote, Mr., on tho natural priority of 
verse, 14 

Guilds, tribal origin of, 232 ;' of Celtic 
etymolo^, id,; thought of as a 
family, w, ; loudon companies, 233 


H and, signifies power, in Aryan 
languages, 216; in J^man Uw, 
217 ; pateamal power, id, 

Hatfaerley, Lord Chancellor, important 
judgment of, 4 

Heriot of copyhold, a survival of stock- 
giring, 162 

Hr^oo Family. See Joint Undivided 
Family 

— Iaw, its prodigious antiquity, 309 ; 
changed depraved by the Bnh- 
mins, 326 ; development of, 327 ; 
eflbets of Brahmimcal religion on, 
331; regards property as for the 
benefit cl the d^ 332 
Bobbes^ on |ofemment, 354 ; hts poli- 
tical opimocis, 355 ; on the origin of 
society, 356; on the common law, 
363; a strong partisan, 395; bis 
^pportmutiss of obs«nri]ig foreign 


iKSTmrnoNs 

Oommon Laws,' 397 ; its remarkaUe 
foresight, 398 

Homer, his description of Achsnitt 
chiefs, 86 ; takes cattle as a measure 
of value, 149 

Homicide, composition for, 28 

Honour price, of chieftains, 136; of 
tenants, 160 

House community, in Dalmatia and 
Croatia, 7 ; examined, 79 ; in Sela* 
voiiia and in I'nince, 80 

Humanity, or moral brotherhood, a 
modoru conception, 65 

Hunter, Mr., ou agricultural classes 
in Orissa. 176 

Hypothok, the Uw of, in Scotland, 277 


I DEAS, slow production of new, 225 ; 
iMifwially in tlie FUst, 226 ; suddenly 
incretuMH) by a great genius. 227 i 
then stagnant for a century, 228 ; tti 
fashion, i5. ; in kinship, t5. ; by dc» 
grecs transformed, 220 
ln<iL4>UKtness of ancient democracies, 
167 

India, litigation in, 289 
Indian examples of sovereignty, 870 ; 
the Pnnjaub, 380 ; Kunjeet Singh, 
381, 382 

Indian memorial verses, 71 
Indian Penal Code on ‘ Dhsma,’ 301 
Individual, the, gradually disengaged 
from the grr>up, 329 
Institutions, new materials for the early 
history of, 1 ; property in land, id. ; 
village coromanities, 2 ; joint un- 
divio^ family in India, 7 ; Aue sub- 
stituted for homicide, 23 ; law 
schools of the Brehons, 33 ; tanistry, 
id. ; Uw of distress, 39 ; ordeal and 
compurgation, 48 ; legitimacy, roU 
of, 53; wilU, 56; eontmets, id.; 
marriage, 68 ; divorce, 59 ; polygamy, 
i5,; monogamy, 60 ; sUvsry, 62; 
kinship, or consanguinity, 64; land 
basis </f settled society, 72 ; landed 
property, 77 ; periodi<^ redistribu- 
tion of Und, 81; feudalism, 85; 
property in severalty, 95 ; private 
property in land, 98; Irish Mvel- 
xtn^ 100 ; rales of common 
110; co-tenamy, 112; patruttc&t 
power, 115 ; passes into 

lk«M f I V , 1 tfl 
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g«iittiire, 120 amtoencjr, 130; 
tnodern kiit^ip, ; w«i]th in 
enttl«, 134 ; oommencifttioQ, IM ; 
*^Tiiig sto^’ 137; rent in land, 
160 ; right of refection, 161 ; heriot 
of conrhold, 162 ; metayer tenancy, 
163 ; £rie'6oo§, 170 ; foidhir tenanta, 
172; rack rent, 176; gaTelkind, 
1B6; birthright, 197 ; taniatry, 202 ; 
law of auoceaaion, 204 ; patric 
potestat, 218 ; law of inheritance, 
219 ; the number five, 221 ; l>orongh 
English, 222; fictions of kinship, 
229 ; adoption, 230 ; guilds, 232 ; 
contract, 283 ; partnership, 234 ; 
agen^, ; ancient Irish Church, 
236 ; religious houses, 236 ; spiritual 
kinship, 237 ; spiritual relationship, 
289 ; foisterage, 241 ; literary foster- 
age, 242 ; caste, 244 ; legal remedies, 
260 ; distraint, 261 ; replevin, 267 ; 
increased power of tribunals, 276 ; 
Irish law of distress, 280 ; voluntary 
jurisdiction, 286 ; distress an Aryan 
custom, 296 ; Bhoroa, 297 ; Kafir 
law suit, 302 ; feud law of Alfred, 
308 ; settled property of married 
women, 306; ‘usurpation,’ 316; 
divorce, 317; the dotal estate, 319; 
‘Stridhan,’ 321; bride-price, 324; 
suttee, 836; dotation, 336; sove- 
reignty, 342 ; the village council, 

388; custom in the eastern world, 
389 ; legislation in the western world, 
391 

International law, evidence furnished 
by, 73 

Irish estates, sairendored and regranted, 
207 

Irish Law Tracts, published by the 
Irish Govonunent, 8 ; important in- 
fbrmation respecting Celtic communi- 
ties, t&. ; known as the Brehon laws, 
9 ; compared with Homan law, 10 ; 
contain ancient nucleus with succes- 
sive Interpretations, t6.; authentic 
montuneats of ancient Aryan institu- 
tions, 11; very slightly afieeted by 
the Roman Empiie, 46. ; resemble the 
Hindoo law, 13 ; their probable date, 
46, ; the Seochua Hor and the Book 
of Aicill, 46, ; partly in versa 14 ; 
form 16; each the property of a 
family or sdool of law, 16 ; consist 
of tMt ttid eonuuittaiy, 46, ; nneer- 


tain date ezistiiig manuscripts, 
17 ; their system, tmit condemned 
by Angto*Irwi legislation, 46. ; hy 
Spenser and Sir John Davis, 18 ; 
analogy with early Homan, Hindoo, 
and Germanic law, 1 9 ; advanced 1^1 
doctrines of, 20 ; origin of Seochus 
Mor, 46. ; legend of S;. Patrick, 21 ; 
the law of nature and the law of Uie 
letter, 26 ; legislative character of, 
26; treat of miscelianeous subjects, 
33 ; importance of the law of distress, 
39 ; their sanctions, 46. ; fhsting, 46. ; 
contrasted with Brahmin sanctions, 
41; with the responsa 
of the Homan law, 42 ; with English 
law, 43; close approach to modem 
views, 45 ; minuteonlaw of dog-fights, 
46 ; and bees, 46. ; authority of, 
whence derived, 60 ; affected by 
Christian morality and Homan law, 
55 ; on wills and contracts, 66 ; little 
aflf^ted by Christianity on marriage, 
58 ; on divorce, 69 ;„on chastity, 61 ; 
on private ownership of land, 89 ; 
on the ‘fine,’ 91; suggest wide 
separation of races, 96 ; but resem- 
blances between Aryan subraces, 46. ; 
on private property in land, 98 ; on 
the tribe, 107; on co-tenancy, 112; 
on tribal ownership of land, 129 ; on 
transition to feudalism, 130 ; on 
position of chieftains, 132; on their 
wealth, 184; the Bo-aire, 136; how 
he becomes a nobleman, 136 ; account 
of the companions of the king, 140; 
their condition servile, 146; import^ 
ance of homed cattle, 147 ; illustrate 
‘commendation,’ 166 ; on giving and 
receiving stock, 167 ; on ri^ht of re- 
fection, 161 ; on oppressivenees of 
‘giving stock,’ 164; regulated riie 
propci^on of stock and rent, 169; 
on foidhir tenancy, 174 ; on deeoent 
of lands, 290 ; in &vour of individiial 
descent of property, 193 ; on the dis- 
tribution of the Irish fiunily, 208 
ss;.; on ‘Oeilfine,’ 216; eispantiTe 
use of the term ‘ fine/ 331 ; on tribal 
relations of eccleaiaetieal bodies; 336 ; 
on fosterage, 341 ; on litetaiy fimUr- 
age, 242 ; law of distresB, 279 ; fo- 
semblanee to Tentomo and En^sh 
law, 282 sag.; modem features 290 
Iri^ tribe, agrarian eonati t u t ioii 92 
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r EN, who called 

htaself of Eogltuid, 73 
Joint Undividod Fatnily of the Hindooe, 
7; inariced by the oommon hearth 
and eommon meal* ib . ; the flntt etage 
of commuoity, 78 ; bound by a 
oamiBoii anoeftor, 106, 1 16 ; reeemblea 
the Irish garelkincl, 187; lands 
distributed jmt capita^ 196 ; manager 
of the al&irs of, variouslr appointed, 
200 ; dissolution of, by English 
courts, 206 ; their lands conferr^ on 
a single family or person, 270 
Jurisprudence, modern theoiieH of, 87 ; 

the sdenee of positive law, 362 
Juitinian, Novel 118 of, on consan- 
guinity, 213; constitution of, 240 


I^LKENNY, statute of, 18 

A. Kingly grants <ir charters, the 
great cause of interruption in Kiiglish 
history, 233 

Kinship, or consanguinity, as the Itasis 
of society, 64; an actual lK)nd of 
union, ib. ; primitive view of, 66; tlie 
only brotherhood re(‘ogui8tHi, iit. ; 
bond of Aryan, Semitic, and UraHiin 
tribes, 66; abnormal conceptions of, 
by other races, 67 ; tends to recogni- 
tion of common authority or power, 
68 ; artificial or adoption, 69 ; founda- 
tion of patriarchiii power, 70 ; in 
settled communities gives place to the 
bond of land, 72 ; common territory 
substituted for common race, 76 ; by 
slow process at Athens and Home, 
76; consei^uent changes from tribal 
to territorial sovereignty, ib.; sur- 
vivnl of kinship in Ireland and Scr>t- 
land, 89; de^y stamped on the 
Biuhon law, ib.; which applies the 
term flne^ or family, to all the sub- 
divisu^ of Irish society, 00, 106 ; 
tlm chief, the common ancestor. 94 ; 
kinsbip, not land, the bond of the 
Irish tribes, 96; Mr. Morgan on, 
212; descriptive systmn of, 213; 
dasshSeatory system ofi 214 : single 
Mea of relation between man aud 


man in early timee, 228 ; all others 
davee or enemies, ib . ; fictitiotts 
tMmmtioiis 4^ 220 ; edoption, 230 ; 
in Irimi tribes 231 ; orim of guilds, 
>: of pytMsbips, 284; of ogooey, 


ib, ; spiritual kinship. 237 ,* spiritual 
rdationship, 239 ; fbsUouge, 211 ; 
litemiy kinibip, 246 ; artificial kin- 
ship of Anglo-Norman secern in 
Ireland, 247 


L and, settlement on, a bond of union, 
70; mannerof, described by Indian 
povtess, 71 ; ti^es the place of kin- 
ship, 72 ; iiidicaled by the term 
fatherland, 74 ; slowly suj^lanted 
the bond of kinship in Hellenic and 
Latin commonities, 76 ; foundation 
of viU^conununities, 76; periodical 
redistribution of, 81 ; tlie foundation 
of tile femlal system, 86 ; liberated 
by the dissolution of that system, 86 ; 
in IrdsUil, private property in, 98 ; 
cheapness of land in earl^ ages, 142 ; 
not so important as capital, IM; in 
very ancient I imes a ilrng, ib . ; d»»- 
Kceut by gavelkind, 186; natural 
communism in, 188; dissolved by 
gavelkind, 189; lands surrenderDd 
by Irish chiefs, and regranted on new 
tenuns 207 ; similar practice in India, 
ib, ; more satisfiicUtrily in late en- 
franchisement of the Russian serfs, 
208 

Landau, on noble class, 132 
Laveleye, on primitive forms of pro- 
perty, 3 ; on village communities in 
Java, 77 ; on house oommuniin^ in 
Dalmatia, 79 ; on Hwiss periodic 
allotments, 114 
Law of the market, 1 78 
— of nature and law of the letter, 26 
— whether force or order, 371 ; flgum- 
tive use of the word, 372; *the 
Reign of Law,* 373; in ^uridjeal 
sense, 374 ; early conceptions of^ 
376 ; in ancient state of the woiid, 
383; in modtum states, 391, 392; 
force and order, 394 
— English. See English Law 
— Hindoo. Stx Hindoo Law 
— Irish. See Irish Lew Tracts 
— Roman. See Homan Law 
Lebor na Hnidrs, an Irish MS. on eo- 
tenancy, 114 

Legal remedies, pmitive fonsi of, 260 
eeq.; law of atstress, ib.; Uyi$ nc- 
twnee of the Bmnan law, 261 ; e^- 
vaJent to prooadttrs, ib*; nAdumro 
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LEGAL 

and adjecUra lav, 46,; Ugit actio 
moramotUiy 2d2; aociant draniatiM- 
tiofkt, 26$ ; the pnator u« arbiter, t6. ; 
demand before aetien, 264 ; the wand 
an andant apear, Ht. ; art of pleading, 
266 ; adminiiitration of juiitice, i6. ; 
•acramantnm or atahe, t6. ; on^n of 
court fet§, t6.; dangers of mucar- 
riage, i6. ; origin of a^iol pleading, 
266 ; Jud4citi /k>s(tuaiio, ih . ; the 
omditio^ or notice, i/a ; cpowio and 
re$tipuiatio, 267 ; manwt tnjecHo and 
pi^tkMfif capio, ib. ; laying wager, 
269 ; seieure of gooda, 260 ; diatraiiit 
in Teutonic aocietiea, 261 ; diatreas for 
rent, 262 ; rcplenn, ih, ; conrae of a 
diatreafi, 263 ; the village |H)uud, ib. ; 
antiquity of procedure in diatreait, 
266 ; tiucee of a foray, ib. ; inter- 
poattion of atate authority, 266 ; re- 
plevin, 267 ; woakneaa of ancient 
court4<, 268 ; hprn harbantrum on 
diatA^ 269; "the Hjilie law, 270; 
ancient view of plaintiff and defend- 
ant, 272 ; exceaaive technicality of 
ancient law, 273 ; nuiaona for sur- 
vival of diatruMi, 274 ; increase of 
the wwer of courts of law, 276; 
attachment. 276 ; modern theory of 
distress, 277 ; development of reme- 
dies, 278 ; similar b*gal remedies in 
the Irish ancient law, 279 ; the 
Senditts Mor on tlie law of distress, 
i6. ; large space Recorded to it, 280 ; 
epitome of it« provisions, 280, 281 ; 
Strong resemblance to English com- 
mon law, 282; to ancient Teutonic 
law, 283 ; points of difference, 284 ; 
questions respecting powers of Irish 
courts, 286 ; appear to have had only 
voluntary jurisdiction, ib. ; assumed 
elaborate organisation, 287 ; ap^rent 
weakness of Irish courts, 288: mtnilar 
instance of India, 289 ; litigation 
Kubitituted for violence, ih . ; modem 
features in Irish law of distress, 290 ; 
equity and reasonableness of, 291 : 
wrongful distress made felony, 294 ; 
distress a primitive Aryan custom, 
296 ; Indian form of distress, 297 ; 
improvement on older custom, 301 ; 

law suit, 302; feud law of 
Alfired, 303 ; Dhama resorted to for 
arrears of pay, 304 ; the same stated 
of * Fignons capio* by Gains, 806 


MORGAN 4 

Barbaromnt,* on distress, 269 
LegTslation by a learned cUee. 27 
Legislatnres, origin of Aryan, in village 
councils, ^8 

Le Play, M., on French village com- 
mnnities, 6 

' Liber Hymnorutn * on Irish co-tenancy, 
113 

Literary Fosterage. See Fosterage 
— influence anciently very great, 61 
Littleton, on boroi^h English, 222 
Locki^, on the origin of society, 367 
London Companies, the, contain traces 
of ancient brotherhood, 233 


M ACAUIAY, Lord, on literary in- 
finence, 62 

JdiidraN High Court on alienation of 
tribal lauds, 110; on * Stridhan,* 323 
Malberg (iloss, the, 266 
Manu, Law Tracts, attributed to, 243, 
298 ; on * Stridlian,’ 322 
Marriage, early Roman, 312; middle 
Roman, 315 ; facility of divorce, 317 ; 
settlement (Umost nniveriMl, 320 ; 
Hiudtx) law of. 321 sc^; develop- 
ment of law checked by Rmhminieal 
influence, 326 

Maurer, G. L. von, on Teutonic com- 
munities, 3 ; on rules of tenure, 100 ; 
on noble class, 182 

McEgan, Hugh, his copy of the Sen- 
chus Mur, 17 : an her&tar}’ Brehon, 
36 

McLennan, Mr., on primitive marriage, 
216 ; on marriage ceremonies, 263 
Measure of Damages, sound prmciples 
of, in the Book of Aicill, 46 
Metayer tenancy, 163 
Modem States, formation of, 386 ; 
coalescence of original groups, 386 ; in 
Atdca and Borne, t6.; the effect of 
Koman legislation upon, 390; ens- 
lomaiT law bn^n up, 391 ; legisla- 
tive character at, 399 ; force of law 
in, 393 ; the energy of legislaturee 
the distiuguishing charactmnidie of, 
398 

Monogamy, supplanted polygamy 
through divorce, 60 
Montesquieu, ou political pow«, 879 
Moigan, Ifr. L., on consanguinity, 68, 
212 ; on names of lelationBbip, 7ff 
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KAM8 

toking» the pnctiee of dit' 
tfe«, 262 ; otwo of * Withen»m«* 
; before Conqueet, 270 

KeiMf on brad Cionmaiutiet, 4 ; on 
rolee of tenure, 100 

Ketioiudity, n modern reviral of 1un> 
ehlp, 76 

Kiebnhr, on Tentonic aristocraciee, 
230; hie diecovei^ of the MH. of 
Oatat, 260, 308 

Nobtli^, ongio of, 132; definition of 
bjr j^nl M RnaeiA, 137; popular 
theory of 138; by royal ^nt, a 
modem institution, i&. 

Nomad tribes, 72 


O ’BRIEN, Connor More, dirision of 
an estate by, 1 94 

O'Brien, Donogh, dirieiou of an estate 
by, 194 

O’Neill, case of, 53 

Ordeal, an ancient test of truth, 48 

Owner^ip and occupation, 102 


'PARAGE, a French noble tenure, 
1 205 

Fartnership, founded on brotherhoods, 
234 ; Bomaa unlimited liability in, 
ib. 

Patriarchal power, 115; its gradual 
tnrasmntatton, 1 16 ; passes into elec- 
tive headship, 117; revives when 
expansion of the tribe is checked, 
118; in Aryan races, tb.; over nni- 
mate and inanimate property, 310; 
several powers blendect in, 313 ; their 
subsequent separation, 314 ; the 
germ of all permanent power, 379 
Patterson, Mr., on house communities, 
79 

’ Per capita,* division by, 188, 195, 328 
‘Per stirpes,* division by, 188, 195, 328 
‘Pignoris Capio,* 257 teq,; seizure of 
floods, 260 

Plioy, his Natural Histoiy a source of 
er rors , 29 

Posts, Mr., on Plato’s laws, 258 
Pbun^ the village, antiquity of, 263 
Primitive ideas, growth and dififusion 
of, 225 teq , ; bf^reoness of primitive 
imegination, t5. ; slowly transformed, 
consanguinity the only bond, 

280 


BOXAX 

the result of the status 
of the cluef, }20 ; limited applka* 
tion of, in ancient PVaacc, 122; 
general in En^and. 1 24 ; difiereut firom 
* the Inrlhright,’ 197 ; one of the most 
difficult prt^lems, 198 ; uoknown to 
antiquity. lA. ; must be 
with the irruption of the 1 
199 ; ancient forms of, r5, ; a product 
of decaying leticler»hip, 202; trans- 
formation of, 203 ; anected by 
sion of the contniversy 
Bruce and Baliul, 204 
iS of. 227 

Frojierty in land, beginnings of. 1 ; in 
Russia, distributed among groups of 
kinsmen, 2 ; Sf>hm, on early history 
of. 3 ; Isivoioye, on priroiltre forms 
of, th . ; afTK'ted by the dissolution of 
the feudal system, 86 ; persist^tory of 
respfs'ting, 88 ; private 
in ancient Ireland, 89 ; 
property in severalty, 95 ; most com- 
pleU^ in the case of chiefs, ib. ; double 
origin of, 115; alTecUsl bv increasing 
of Uie chiefs, «o, ; two* fold 
origin of, 120 ; sii division rif, in 
Francs larforo the Hcvolution, 121 ; 
English ooncention of absolute pro- 
perty in land, 126; rack rent in 
Ireland, 127 ; by gavelkind, 186 ; pro- 
Isibly by various tenures, 192 ; suc- 
cessive mcKles of division, 196; dis- 
tribution of, during owner's life, 106 
Punchayet, native luaiao jury, 221 


ACE, tlieories ot 97 
Races, the three, with which alone 
jurisprudence deals, 65 ; oUter almor- 
mol races, 67 

Rack rent, 1 75. See Rents 

Religious housiHi in Ireland, groups or 
families of, 237 

Renan, M., on Semitic vilbige eommu* 
iiities in Africa, 77 

Rents, the three, of Um Brehon Tracts, 
175; questions of, in early Irtfh 
history, 177; commented on by 
Spenser and Sir J. llnvis, 179; tbsir 
testimony explained, 180; due to the 
increase of fuidhir tenants, 182 sag, 

Rogers, Mr., T., (m cheapness of land, 
142 

Roman Empire, influence of the, on the 
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BOXAH 

modem irorld, 20 ; dfutinctirely 
legisUtive, 280 ; deetroetive of tocal 

Bonum lftw« Aiyun cuetome of the 
Twelve Teblee, 9; enlarged by in- 
terpretations, 10 ; compared with 
Irish law, ih . ; extended bv ‘ responsa 
pmdentQm/ 42 ; enforced by strong 
government, ih , ; affi^cted the Brehou 
laws, 55; agnatic kindred in, 106; 
im|K)rtaQOo of its history, 306; the 
chief branch of l>atin literature, ih. ; 
Niebuhr's discovery of the work of 
(laius on, 308, 809; nsucapion, or 
prescription, 315 ; progressive steps 
of, on marriage, 320 ; mode dotation 
oompolsoiy, 336 

Homan plebs, its final victory, 76 ; the 
foundation of the Homan Empire, ih. 
Borne formed bv a coalescence of 
village communities, 84 
Kondale holdings in Ireland, 101 
Knnjoet Singh, a sovereign, but not a 
legislator, 381, 382 
Kussia, village communities in, 2 

serfs, enfmnchisemont of, 208 


QACRAMBNTUM, money staked in 

O litigation, 255 

Baer Stock Tenure, law of. 162, 168; 
liound the receiver to pay homage, 
159 

Sanctions of Brohon law, 39 

Scotland, peculiar tenure of land in, 
101 

Scott, Sir Walter, Ids picture of Celtic 
society in ‘Waverley,’ 141 ; of the 
primitive chief, 144 

* St^ls,* an Irish measure of value of 
cattle, 149. 16(» 

Scnchns Mor, age of the. 12 ; origin of 
the, 21 ; on the three rents, 175 ; on 
fosterage, 241 

Sept, the Irish, 186 

Sexes, relations of the, in Brehon law, 

, 59 ; greati^ puri^ of the modem 
Irish, 61 

Skene, Mr, W. F., on the Highlanders 
of Scotland, 6, 101, 187 

Shivery, efifeets of Ohristiaiuty upon, 
62 ; ancient importanoe of, for tillage, 
150 

Socage, the tenure of the free former, 
120 


TAHAI8T8 

Social connexione, Irish Uwtraet on, 61, 
Sohm, on early history' of property, 3 ; 
on social organisation, 202; on the 
Salic law, 271 ; on ri$ks of distmint, 
273 ; on Frankish p(^hir courts, 
288 

Sovereiipty, tribal and territorial, 76 ; 
doctnnee of the analytical jurists on, 
342 See Austin 
Spenser, Edmund, on Irish law, 18 ; on 
Irish land, 98 ; on Irish oppretsiem, 
127; on ‘right of refection,’ 161; 
denounces the Eric-finos, 170 ; on 
oppressive rents, 179; on election of 
chief, 201 ; on law of distress, 292 
Stephen, Mr, Fitajamce, on dormant 
anarchy, 377 ; on soverri^ty, 383 
Stock, Irish system of giving, 151 ; 
principal wealth of ^iefs, 157 ; 
Saer and Daor tenure ly, 168 ; 
effect of accepting, 163 
Stokes, Mr. W., on the age of the 
‘ Scnchus Mor,’ 12 ; on Irish co- 
tenancy, 113; on ‘ Geilfine,* 216; on 
‘ sitting Phama,’ 297 
Stralo, on the Druids, 28 
Stridh.in, in Hindoo law, 321 ; signifies 
• woman’s property,’ ih . ; limited by 
the Anglo-Inian courts, 323 
Stubbs, Mr., on Church lands, 104 ; on 
the ‘companions’ of English kings, 
139; on feudalism, 154 
Succession, law of, in feudalised Europis 
205. See Institutions 
Sullivan, Dr., on Irish law, 25 ; on the 
Irish ‘fine,’ 90. 92; on Celtic land 
system, 96 ; on Irish land, 99 ; his 
translation of Brehon tract, 140 ; on 
fuidbir tenants, 182; on ^velkind, 
191 ; on trilml origin of guilds, 232; 
on Irish courts, 287 *, on ‘ dynamical 
infiuenee.’ 296 

Survivals, in theory of land, 88 ; in 
names of places, 92 ; in cattle-steal- 
ing, 144 

Suttee, found to be a modem innovation, 
326 ; due to the dislike of the Brah- 
mins to the holding of property by 
women, 835 


on German nobility, 131 ; 
X on the king’s eompanions, 11^ 
Tanaisti, the, arted as jndgeSi 87 ; nmde 
of appoustment of, 201 
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3S. 99. 185> 193. 303 ; abo- 
lition oC 205; its conticctton witb 
onmogenitars, 208 

Teigninoiitb. Lord, bis dsscripttos of 
* IlbMTia,* 298 

Tenaats at will, 178 

Testameata^ jatnsdkrtios. its origin in 
eoderiasticiu conru, 832 

Tsutonic forms, anci<^iit, of disimint, 
370 

TooqtteriUs, on signortal monopolies, 
128 

Todd, Dr., his life of St. Patrick, 236 ; 
on ibmilies of religious houses, 

337 

Tooting, origin of the name, 83 

Tribe, the, 98 ; connected with tlie land, 
f/j. ; of the Ilrehou Tracts, 107; 
limitation of alienation of land, 108 ; 
expansion of the family into, 116; 
transition to an elective hemlship, 
117; a source of institufioiiM, 119; 
owners of the land, in the llrehou 
Tracts, 120; imjwrtancc of cattle to, 
1 49 ; power to regulate stock giving, 
168 

Troplong, M., on Christian influence 
oa laws, 61 

Tylor, Mr., on survivals, 144 ; on flnger- 
counting, 221 ; on primitive imagina- 
tion, 225 


IJFFINGHAM, origin of the name, 

Utilitarian philosophy, the, founded on 
personal equality, 399 ; contrary 
doctrine of the Brahmins, ib. 


TT^ERSE, necessity of, before the art 
V of writing, 14 ; Indian memorial 
verses, 71 

Village communities, in Rnseia, 2 ; in- 
creMsed attention nren to them in 
India, 4 ; Celtic, Sight information 
respecting, id* ; described by Osesar, 
6; in France, 6; in PalmsUa 
Craatia, 7 ; important information 
famished by the Irish law Tracis, 8 ; 
founded upon land settlement, 78; 
the oorigin of landed property, 77 ; 
not exdusiTely Aryan, 45. ; fbwd in 
^aTU and northeni Africa, id* ; in 
Busiia and India, 78 ; deeeribed, 81 ; 


Indian, held together by the land, 
83 ; rapidly dtsappeariog, 45. ; distinct 
frimi * natural communism,* 88 ; 
ooaletcenee the origin <xf Athens 
and Borne, 84 ; course of their trans- 
formation, <A, ; due to fbudalisation, 
85; adopted by first English emi- 
grants in Kew Enidand, 94 ; distri- 
buted lands per 195 ; Tarioas 

powers blended in a single idea. 
314 ; formed the Hellenic world and 
the Komsn Empire, 45. ; in India and 
in England compared, 880 
Village council, the, tlie original It^is* 
lature of the Aryan races, 8«8; 
source of all the most famous 
tures of the world, 45.; its 
iudteial rather than Icgislativei 88 
Village pound, the oldest institution in 
the country, 263 



Wales, custom in, similar to borough 
English, 228 

Welsh laws, published by the Hccord 
(>)mmission, 0 

Will, conception of, in Irish Law Tracts, 
duo to tho Church, 56 

Woraeu, married, settled property of, 
306 ; a very old discusHion, *6. ; nearly 
as old 88 the * family,' 807 : long 
recognised by Continental States, 45. ; 
ideas of Roman and Hindoo societies 
couceming, 810; in tlio patriarclml 
family, 311 ; powers of guardians, 
312 ; early Roman marriage, 45. ; the 
wife’s property absolutely the bus- 
larnd's, 45. ; change made by * usur- 
pation,’ 316 ; provision of the 
* Twelve Tables,' 45. ; marriage s 
voluntary society, terminable at 
pleasnre by divorce, 817 ; serenr 
principles of Chriidiaiiity, 45. ; be- 
ginning of settled property of maitiid 
women, 318; French rfyim of 54cfS 
eipariif ib, ; the dotal estate, 8U ; 
pmpbema, 45. ; lately arrived at in 
Engiand, 820 ; Roman marrioga s«l- 
tlement almost universal, 45. ; simple 
form 0 ^ 331 ; followed in the 0^ 
Kapol5(m, 45.; Hindoo law of 
dhra,’ 45.; limited by the An^ 
Indian couta, 333 ; prehtsUvie 
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of, $24 ; Bmha]^' dislike of iroman*« 
proparty, $25 ; gcfutual enfranchise- 
ment of isom^, 826 ; Brahmin Tiew 
of woman's property, 338 ; rights of 
die diildless widow, 334 ; suttee in 
Bengal inomoted by the Brahmms, 
386; Homan compnlsoiy dotation, 
388; law of Augustus, id.; law of 
the Christian Church 887; doarium, 
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Blustiations. 2 vols. Medium 8vo. 68s. 

Tra SONNET; Its Oriqih, Structure, akp Place in Pchetrt. 
Onginal TaamLiTioKs rsow tri Somorrs or Durm aim PmanoK, and 
‘ on the Art of Tmnskdng. By CHARLES TOMLtNBON, F.RB. 

ETCHINGS FROM THE LOIRE AND THE MOSEL. By 
uRNEST GEORGK Aiebiteet In a Sertee of 40 Plates, with DeeeriptiTe Teat 
rol», 42s. etch. * 



Mr. Mwray't lAst of Nm Forte. 


THE NICBNE AN}> APOSTLES’ CBEED8. Their Literwy 

toMth«r witJi some acecmnt of tiio Ofowtli find lt«eeftiOQ of the Semon 
on tho Ftiitht commonly called * The Creed of St Athnaaeioi.* % CUifoir 8WA1K- 
SOK,D.D. 8vo. 16e. 

THE DESCENT OF MAN, AND SELECTION IN RELATION 
TO SEX. By CHARLES DARWIN, F.B.S. Eenaed and aaapor Edition. 
With 80 lUuetrationa. Crovn 8 to. 9e. 

THE GNOSTIC HERESIES OP THE FIRST AND SECOND 
CENTURIES. By H. L MANSELL, D.D., late Bean of St Pa«ra. With a 
Sketch of his Life and Character. By LORD CARKARFOK. Edited by CANON 
LIGHTFOOT, D.D. 8ro. 10s. 6d. 

SIX MONTHS AMONG TUB PALM GROVES, CORAL 
REEFS, AND VOLCANOES OF THE SANDWICH ISLANDS. By tSABRLrjt 
BIRD. With Illuetrations. Crown 8v'o. 

THE MOON. Considered as a PLANET, a WORLD, and a 
SATFXLITE. By JAMES NASMVTH, C.E. and JAMES CARPENTER, 
F.R.A.S. Second Edition. With 24 Illaatrationa and Woodcuto. 4to. 80i. 

LIVES OF THE ENGINEERS. From the Earliest Timei to the 
Death of the Stephensons. With an Accon!fT of their Pbincipai. Wonxi. By 
SAMUEL SMIL^ Author of * S«ilf*Help.’ Rerised Edition. With 9 Portraita and 
340 llluatrationa d toIs. crown 8ro. 7*. 8d. ev^ch. 

THE < ROB ROY » ON THE JORDAN. A Canoe Cruise in 
Palestine, Egypt, and the Waters of Damascus. By JOHN MAOGREGK)R, MA. 
New and Cheaper Edition. With Haps, Plates, and 70 Woodcuts. Post 6vo. 7s. 6d« 

THE STUDENT’S EDITION OF AUSTIN’S LECTURES ON 
JURISPRUDENCE; or, Tna PKiLosorar or Posititb Law. Compiled &om the 
larger wort;. By ROBERT CAMPBELL, Barristc^at-Law. Poet 8to. 12s. 

HORTENSIUS ; An Histohical Essay ok the Office and Duties 
or an Aotogatb. By WILLIAM FORSYTH, M.P. Second Edition. With JUna- 
trations. 8m 12t. 

SKETCHES AND STUDIES; HISTORICAL AND DE- 

SORIPTIVE. By RICHARD J. KIN0, BA. 8m 12s. 

KUGLER’S HANDBOOK TO THE ITALIAN SCHOOLS OP 
FAINTINQ. Onginally edited by SibOhabins L EamANB, R.A Fourth Edition. 
Revised and Remodelled. By XAD Y EASTLAEE. With 140 DinstnifclQnB. 2 
Crown 8vo. 30s. 

KUOLWS H^DBOOE to the 6EBHAN, VLBIIISH, 

ANB DUTCH 80BOOIS OF PAnrCINO. Thiid Sditiea. BtriMd tti wviittM, 
B;J.A.CBOW& With 60 IUnttnti(»t. Srok Ci«wn»m.34«. 

MAETZNEB’S ENGLISH GBAMHAR. A Metbodkal, Aa>- 
lytkal, and Hiitorwal Treatise on the Orthography, Proeody, InfLetjone, and Syntn 
of the English Tfu^fiie. Tranaiated by ClA^lJ.aREG^MJi Ivnli.am 

THE BEAUTIES OF BYRON : Bewo Sumum 
Btbon^s Pobtbt and Pboib. By a (kamrmAM, New EditiMt. With Pgitiiit 
Ftp, 8m Is* _________ 
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LIST OF 

FORTHCOMING WORKS 


THE FIFTH VOLUME OF 

FHE SPEAKER’S COMMENTARY ON THE RIBLE. 


IJv BISHOrS A.VD CLEHliY uf tiik 
EDITED BY F. C. COOK, M.A., 


ANGLICAN Clii nCH. 
CANON OF EXETER. 


(•«»M E\' 


THE FOUR anKArrAi fbophets. 


f\lAH W. KaV, D.n., l{oct<*r (if <Jn‘nt l.»i^0i'. 

K, r\YNE S.Mim, Dean of ('jiut< i)tun. 

./» KILL (i. C’riini'.Y, Alastur of the (’haitrrhoust'. 

’AMi.L 11. J. Ihi.M-;, H.D., Into iNrtor of llou«»htoii < < 

II Mvo. 


TROY AND ITS REMAINS. 

II>EAKfUtS AND DlSCOVKlilKS— TIIK DKSL’LT OF KXCAVATJONS IN 

TIIK TROJAN PLAIN. 

BY HENRY SCHLIEMANN, LL.D, 

TrantilateU from the (teimau viith the Aullior s Sanction. 

l.argc*ly Illustrateil from Photo/'rn|»h>(. Svo. 


ORIGIN AND HISTORY OF THE FIRST OR 
GRENADIER REGIMENT OF FOOT GUARDS. 

Originjil Doctmienta in the State Taper Office, Rolls’ Recorda, War Office, Hone 
Uuarde, Contemporary Hiatories, and B^mental Recorde. 

BY UEUT.-GEN. SIR FREDERICK W. HAMILTON, K.C.B., 

Lftto OreoediOT Guards. 

With IIlustmtioM. 3 roK Iyo. * 



MJl. MUHHAY'H LIST OF FOflTIl(VMl.\(l UVUKS. 


IJE^HINISCENCES OF FOETY YEAES’ SEEVIQl 

IN INDIA, 

1n< 1,1 iijNu VNJ* < AiTJV'mi ' IV (’Aia'L, Ai>t.ifANihT.\v, AM) Tin: rr.\.i\i c 

Aix* A Xaui:ativk uf AIltivii->> iv Kv-ifftana. 

BY LIEUT.-GEN. SIR GEORGE LAWRENCE, K.C.S.I., C.B. 


BY W. EDWARDS. H.M.B.C.S. 

\n;! j .*f ‘‘ I’.'i’w nul A»lvi'Tit'WH In lh« Iml'mi llelK'lll«^n ’’ and “ ll«.M»!nl«ccnre*« of a Ikiigul ('ivili.tn 


I 'loWtl Rv<». ]«h‘. C-/. 




ESSAYS 

CONTRIBUTED TO THE “QUARTERLY REVIEW.” 

BY SAMUEL WILBERFORCE. D.D., 


'Elio Natmulist iu Su^^ex;<llll uli Ihr Spoy. 
iHiiwiii’'. uf Spfcios, 

an*l IJeviaws. 

’!'))«< Ilnwaiian liilninU. 

Aida tn Knitli. 

The ('liunli ai' Kiiglaiitl iiiul la v Iliiliups. 
Ur. Novmait'.s ApoU*gia, 


UMS.^ 

VlaiicalS 

Tlu* (lallii iiu C'liurch. 

Huyul Authoraliii*. 

Tho t’lmivh and her Curate-^. 
Kehlo’n Biography. 

ArehhUliojts of tile Kffonnati«»u. 
East Afiican Slave Tiadc. 

Svo. ‘iU’ 


THE BOOK OF MARCO TOLO. THE VENETIAN. 


iONrEUNlN<I THE KINGDOMS AND MAKVEI.S OF THE HAST. 


A new Engliah Version. Illustrated by the Light uf Oriental Writers and Modem Travel 

BY COLONEL HENRY YULE, C.B. 

Late tU>yal Knginccni (Bengal . 

iSiwnrf £diJion. With Maps and Illustrations. 2 vola. Medium 8vo. 


SKETCHES AND STUDIED; HISTORICAL AND 

DESCRiraVE. 

BY RICHARD d. KING. G.A.. 

Author of '* llandbooV* to the Cuthodrols of KitglaiKl and Wales.’" 

8vo. 


A DICTIONARY OF BRITISH HISTORY. 

Volume, Modinm Sto. 


MB. MVBBArS LIHT OF FOBTHCOMINO HVRKS, 


a 


SCHOOL AHCHITECTTJRE. 

KlNi; rUACTlCAL KEMAUKS os the TLANNING, DESUjNING, lil’lK 
AND FrKNISHINO OF *SC^OOLHO^S^>^, 

BY E. R. ROBSON. 

cliww uf the Itoy<\l lustittiic vi Uritish Anhiteet*. Mtd Aixhitoct to th« IWiti ior L 

AVilh 500 llluHtt'atiofiR SolinoMiuiMiug'. Svo, 31 t. (hr 


THE MANNERS AND CUSTOMS OF THE 
ANCIENT EGYPTIANS. 

IK riUVATP: LIFE, (JOVKDNMKNT, LAW.'^, ARTS. MANFFACTITUF-S, 
KELKOOX, ACOilCFLTl'KI-; EARLY HJSToKV, At. 

DEK1\T.1> from a (\»MrAr.l.SoN '‘K THE TAlNriNu*', StLEm Ul.-, AM) Mi'NI'ME.M . 
still cxistin^^, with tin* aotoimt*) of Ancie.*^ i Auimoks, 

BY SIR J. G. WILKINSON. F R.S. 

^>tu' Itiiiitju. AVilh COO Illustration'*. 3 voIh. 


AN HISTORICAL ATUS OF ANCIENT GEO- 
GRAPHY, BIBLICAL AND CLASSICAL 


CoTHpilcu under the suj)crint< uJtuce of 

DR. WM. SMITH AND MR. GEORGE GROVE 

Th^ IhUHro} Muni nrr )</ »/»/•«/ ItaVn > 


TaBI IV, iJtffifiv.) 

'' >noi. 

■V^JA Mrxop.. 

Nobtherk Afrka. Caitha^t, (‘\ rent, Ae* 
Lbot.bafmicai, System h of the 
A jfciEjm. 

Kingdoms of the Srccrj»soR^ or Alex- 
AKDER THE Gkeat. Part L 
Kixoi>om)‘ of the SucrEssoit*! OF Alex- 
ander THE Great. Part 11. 

T HE UoKAN Emfire, in iU grcaD'ftt extent. 

I'hr Romah Emfire, after its division into 
• the Easttni and Western Kmpirra. 


Pa HI V. 

I'jurANSi \ . 

Gi:rmam\, Hha.iia, Nolim m. 

Thracia, iLi.yiu.t, I'\nnuNj\, 

Dacia. 

Italy, Historh ai. AlArM,— H arm.ma, 

AND (‘OKSICA. 

Arabia. 

India. 

Etxvirons oj Jfrumi*ni, 
plans Iff .VLiercA, BafnfUnt, A 

Plan of Home, 

Environ** or Rome. 




(To be compute^! in Five Parts), Folio, 2U. each. 



Mil. MVUnAY',^ LIST (>V FoilTUrttMIXH WOJIKS, 

THt: GNOSTIC HERESIES OF THE FIRST ANTI 

SECOND CENTURIEa 

A ‘'f tlie rnivir^it}' of Uxfoi J. 

BY H. L. MANSEU D.D., 

I*infc"<i»*r '•/ IV( ittfl Hrnii i»f St 

ri!h.t i.itKi) itv \ i:t;n K sM ji fi Oh ins hfj; wouk, \m» t iuuac i kr. 

S v*». 


GOTHIC ARCHITECTURE OF ITALY-CHIEFIA 

IN BRICK AND MARBLE. 

BY GEORGE EDMUND STREET. R.A. 

Jx t I'lu.vt, N<u it iv-> OF A<^t’i(Kf\, riiiNK, Vu rszA, FEnn.vuA, IL>i.o(jxa, 

Mor>KNA, ANI» Vki;<klii. 


Ktlifum. TVith l.‘B> llliistratioUM. 

II'>_\.il Sso. ‘Af 0//. 

ruiform with Sto'i-tV “(;..thi«‘ An hitt'ctiirf of S|«tiiK'' 


[ I\* Iff 


voi.rMi: m. or tjik 

rOETICAL TV0RK8 OF ALF^ANDER POPE. 

CoNTAiM.Nti THK SATIRES, &i. Ac. 

I luirii 

BY REV. WHITWELL ELWIN. 

1n«. t vi'txr. rm X<ni> mki nv thi i \ rK Mi:. (*i:**kik. 

Sro. 


MEMOIR OF SIR RODERICK I. MURCHISON 

IUhki» riTk.v ms ,Ton:vAi> Avn I.inEus. With Xoticf-s ok his S< iextifh 
C' l»NTK.MI*Or.AUir.S AXl* A SKKTril OF THF. KlSE AXO ritOolUWlS FOH HaLF A 
t ENTniY, or pAL.tozoic Geology in Rkitain. 

BY ARCHIBALD GEIKIE. LL.D.. F.R.8.. 

Mu)ulti«ou*lV\*fc»»or <4 tWwLvy »uid in Iht I’nirervity of EdUaburgh, uttd ^ 

i^krecUHr ul tb« GcvkfriuU aurrcj of ScuUmid. 


rortraits, ^c. 2 toIs. 8vo. 



•OUTLLXES 


OF AUSTIN’S LECTURES ON 
JURISPRUDENCE. 


FUK THK rsE UF STrDKNTS ; AUKIDUK!) FIloM TIIK LAKOKU WORK 


BY ROBERT CAMPBELL. 

A 1 jnc.ilii’s Inn, I iw. 

}\*s| Svo. 



SONNET 


» 


ITS .sTlinTniK ANI> PLVrr IN DolTIiV. 


Willi On>ii»»nl frotn lViini<li. 


BY CHARLES TOMLINSON T.R 3 


MURRAY’S EUROPEAN IIANDROOK. 

A (ONDKNSKl) (JITDK K<) 1 ; TiaVKl.I.I.K’^ *n> TIIK <’niKK DorTKS AN!» 
iilo.sT IMI’dIiTANT ri.A' I.S nS TIIK ((iNTINKNT. 

Will, M il' < 0)1 \*<'Iiuh' I**' \ 


PRACTJCAL METALLURGY; 

BY JOHN PERCY. MO, F.R.S , 

Ijs t in‘r «*»i M- f.4l!iiivy ;«l tlic (inwiuiiiini St'lttKtl «»I MGm 

ViiF, I.-Fl'KI^ W<mH>, coal. rulTKIL 
y^r ,'n .//•(. f//.' Eilitiotl, Wilh IlluHtnitL'n**. Sv<>, 


MAETZNERS ENGLISH GRAMMAH. 

A MmiOPICAL, AKAI.YTH AT., and IIISHUJCAT. IKKATIKK f»S Till: 

J'KOHODV, AM» hVMAX «tF iJIK T0><.1 K, 

inAN.'tl.AIU* niK 

BY CLAIR J. GRECE, LL.B., 

Mctnt<;r the Phll jhfijtriAl ty, 

3 V(>1». 8 VO, 

IIOETENSIUS; 

HISTOBK AI, E.*WAV OX THE OFFI' E AND Dl’TIM OF AX AI)V<X ATE 

BY WILLIAM FORSYTH, Q.C . LL.O.. M.P.. 

LaU F«*Uow of Trioity < 'amlyrhlife. 

Sicoml Reri^xt. AVitL lllustratious. 8va. 
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MR. MURRAY'S LIST OF FORTHCOMING 


A CONCISE DICTIONARY OF THE ENGLISH 

LANGUAGE. 

YOU PRACTICAL RKFEHEXCE METHODICALLY ARJiAXGED, AND RARE 
n‘ON THE REST PIIILOLOOIC ArTUnRlTIES. 

One Volume. Medium 8vo. 

Also, A HTUDENT.S AND SCHOOL ROOM ENGLISH DICTIONARY 

12mo. 

BOSWELL’S LIFE OF JOHNSON. 

EDITED BY THE RIGHT HON. J. W. CROKER. 

With Notf.s by I.ort) Stowell, Sir Walter Scott, Sir James Mackintosh, 

Disuakli, Marklanh, LofKiiAnr, &c. 

A neiVy rcvMj Lihmnj Fdiiion, 

Ry Ai.kxandfu Napier, M.A., Editor of “Isiinc R.htow’v WorLs,” 

With Portmits. 4 vols. Svo. 

EASTERN AFRICA, 

AS A riF.Ll) FOR MISS1(»XARY LABOUR. 

BY THE RIGHT HON. SIR BARTLE FRERE. Q.C.S.I., K.C.B.. D.C.L., 

ft ihr IihCrii Couudl aiul PrcsMeiit of tljc SiMctv. 

With Ma|». Crown 5^ o. tAVof 

A MEDIilVAL LATIN DICTIONARY. 

Rftiied on the AVork of DUl’ANGE. 

Translated into English .ind Edited, witli many Additions and Corrections, 

BY E. A. DAYMAN, B.D.. 

Prrb«ndM7 oJ Sanim, fomeriy Fellow and Tutor of F.xeter College, Oxford. 

Small 4to. 

A Specimen Sheet may he obtained from any Bookseller. 

THE POETICAL WORKS OF 

R. MONCKTON MILNES, LORD HOUGHTON. 

BiiHm, 2 rols. 
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THE FRENCH PRINCIPIA, PART II. 

A KKADIXO liOOK, WITH XOTKS» AND A HKTIONAIIV t>N TIIK 

ri.vN “SMITH'S rinx<'!nA i.atixa.'* 


THE FRENCH PRINCIPIA, PART III. 

AX IXTIJOhrrTinV To nH’-XiTf TIIOSK >Ml*O.SlTlo\, 

\i\i\r. A Sv^T’ MMii' (‘oi or Kmik I'I's o\ Tur Svvtax, >viiii iiir 

ii-\L l{vr.r.'' ok S\ma\. 


THE GEEMAN IMdNCiriA, TAET 1. 

ifnriii v.i’l! tli<- “ Kill'll I’tiiM ” nii'l *' Ti iiM ipiii Litiun," Vim 

PRINCIPLES OF CiREEK ETYMOLOGY. 

BY PROFESSOR GEORGE CURTIUS. OF LEIPZIG. 

from tlic CJcnnan 

BY A. S. WILKINS. M.A., AND E. B. ENGLAND, B.A., 

8vv, 


HISTORY OF THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH. 

FliOM THE APOSTOLIC AGE TO THE !!KFOI!MATION, U17. 

BY JAMES C. ROBERTSON, 

Canon of Canlcrl/tirj'. 

V/io/i. Vol. Ill, IW 6 VO. ^v. 


ENGLAND AND EDSSIA IN THE EAST. 

A SERIES OF PAPERS OX THE POLITICAL AND OEOORAPHK'AL 

COXDITIOX OP CEXTIIAL ASIA. 

BY MAJOR“GEN. SIR HENRY RAWLIN80N, ICC.B.f F.R.8., 

Member of the Council ^ India. 

With hUp. 8vo. 


S UJt. MURBATS LIKT OF FORTTK'oMryO ffORKS. 


A DICTIOXAEY OF CHRISTIAX ANTIQUITIES 

AND DIOGKAl’IIY. 

rnOM THE TIMES OF THE AI'oSTl,l-S TO THE ACE OK ( HAliEEMAGSi: 


[Dy VAnior.s Wkhiiiis.] 

EDITED BY WM. SMITH, D.C.U & REV. S. CHEETHAM, M.A. 

2 vt»U. M<Hliun) 8vn. 


I’niforni wifli 


“Dr. Win. Sriiitli'n 


J)ii‘lionnrv of tli** 


TUB STUDENT’S ELEMENTS OF GEOLOGY. 

BY SIR CHARLES LYELL, F.R.S. 

ji Xnc ntnl Jirritrtf KtUtnm. AYith a TaUU* <•! IWitisli nml <Jom IllusliMti<»n», 

l*o^t Svo. 1»N. 

“ Sir (Miarlos I.M'U Ihis horr done for tlir -itudrut «hut Sir J»din IIt‘r!«lud did for 

tb«' stuiUml ol Hstnaioiuy in his inc<inij»nnihh* ‘ Outhins.’ Yonn^ l«*>rinn.TH in natural wiom i* 
had lonj; ^^^»l^tod ii sliort manual (»t a nusonahh' pii'o, Mlnrli ’*liouhl y«*t Kijitam •» 

tult t’\|danation of th<‘ loading fact" and j»rm' ijd»" ol the "ranee. tho\ h.ai* Jt.”— 

t'yomina , 


HUME’S IIISTOKY OF ENGLAND TO IHE 
HEVOLUTION OF 1(188. 

A NEW ElllRARV EDITION. A tmotaUA niul Rrrhfi. 7 v..U, 8vn. 


I H E 

STUDENT’S MANUAL OF ECCLESIASTICAL IIISTOIIY. 

BY PHILIP SMITH, B.A., 

Author of “The Student’s Old and Now TeHtAnuoiit Ilhtoriea,’’ 

Post Svo. 


MODEEN GEOGKAPHY FOE aiOOLS. 



Alubu ulk SrBKitr, 

/, 1874 , 


MR. MURRAY’S 

LIST OF 

NEW WORKS 

LATELY PUBLISHED. 


THE MOON: 


CONSIDKIiKD AS A ri.AXET, A WdKl.D, AND A SATKIAJTK. 


liY JAMKS NASMYTH, (\K., amj .IAMKS t'AIU’KNTKIl, F.H.A.S,, 

DOo of the Hiiy.il OU>«;nat<iry, firecuwK'h. 


I ij*' ‘J4 lllustrulioii.'i of Lunar I’ln-noiiM ua, mnl Stu ni ry, lni\f hr<‘n jiroHiniMl iLou 

itiuilc with the aid of jMOverliil Tv'i<'n< ojtCH 

N 


“‘riu illu'jlratii'us 1<. thin IkhU are mi johiuraLh’. w* fur h«'\o»ui tlinw i.ne pi in nilU 
> > ii .itiiil j»li< n-Mucinii), tliiif "Ur !•* Iciufiti il t<i r« l< r to hr-t oJ u]). No ntorr truthlul oj 

'tiikmjt rejm -i ntutiou'- li.nr * \rr hci n iaj<l lu lor* hi*> n uih r*-, h\ uy) hitjih nl «♦< w n jico," 

” linl ihouph J lunrpiMii the lird pluio to a t'«in'nil n fiiiiin- to Ijw Hlunf ruln'ii’i, I b)' no 
iio an« inteiiii thiTi liy to iiiijili that th*' f< \t i'^ •»/ m oohu.ij \ iinj/ortujM*'. In fuH, tho mon 
larofuli) the te.xt ti* read, flio .’noo- ohuoii*« <l'wh it )m i ono' that Mr. Na.^'imth li:»« UMal hn> 
iir;iHui|a:*» tw a to an i nd. aiid that lo' and Mi t uri" nt* r hotiiM n tlnoit {ui^dooMl u 

"ork ^ihioh la not onh a \i r\ la autiltil and a irn loailahn- • in , hut on-' of vuno »n|»ortan«o.'’ 

I IniKt 1 U.iTr Miid < tiou:j'h to induM- uH mtori -tt <J in phi-i'.i) ; f<ih|* itm t<i thi« li^iok 

for themrifIveH, it i.s aito^» tin i an ailmirahu* |»ro<iu« tion, uinl iNi-p.no jy-rmittW, iwh pirtum 

"ould merit a ttpeciai paratrraph."— -J. Nukman Loixyiu, J .ll.S., ill * Mature' 


THREE ESSAYS ON THE MAINTENANCE OF 
THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND AS AN 
ESTABLISHED CHURCH. 

llv Kev. CHARLES HOLE, B.A.— Rev. It. W. DIXON, MA.— am. 

Rev. JULIUS LLOYD, M.A 


« 


TO WHICH MR. PEEK’S PRIZES WERE AWARDED, 

8vo. IQf. 
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THE TALMUD & OTHER LITERARY REMAINS 

OF EMANUEL DEUTSCH. 

WITH A BKIEF MEMOIR. 


C 0 NTENT 8 : 


Thk Tai-mi'm. 

Ihiam. 

K<lYn', AvriKN’T ANII Modkhn. 

HrIIMK> 4 TuiHMKOIS'irs. 

JdDKO’AUABU: MkTAMIYhK'.'*. 

HkNAN’m “ LES a I'OTKJi.s. ” 

Thk (Kopmknk'ai, CorNciL 
AtwroMi'A: Sn*iH. 

8vo. 


! lUlMAN Pahsimn Prama. 

SkMITK’ pAL.*0(;RAi*IIY, OULTUUR, VM» 

I ]jAN{»rA(:K-H. 

I SaMAUITAN PK.\'TATEr<'ll. 
i Thk Taum ms. 

: lIiMlK OF .1 ASHER. 

Arabic Poetuv. 

12,v. 


LIFE AND DEATH OF JOHN OF BARNEVELD, 

ADVOCATE OF HOLLAND. 

INCLUDING THK HISTORY OF THK PRIMARY CAUSES AND 
MOVEMENTS OF “THE THIRTY YEAILS’ WAR.” 

Hv JOHN LOTIIROP MOTLKY, D.C.L, 

Author of tho '* Uii«y of the DuU h nopublic,” tic. 

With Illustratioas. 2 vols. 28s. 

From Rbvck des Dkiix Muni>e.s, JiprU , 1874. 

“ Ta* nourcl ourra^ro M. Molloy ost la auite do Thistoiro do la Fon<1^itwn tie la Flpnhlitpt-' 
iif /VorH<(wr- ot I’on y n-trituvc U‘« inomes quaUtcs, Tart de indudru, la proRndeur dt'^ 
vuwL un«' ohalour j::i5iu' rouse, uue ironie puisttante, 

** En depit de »o« litre, le livre de M. Motlev n*e«t pas ime simple biofrranhie. Bamercld 
eat la tijfure auteur do huHullo il a frroupe Flustoiro do T Europe; les dow^he* inWites du 
sraiid avoiut do Hollaude lui otit fourni loaolomons d’un ouvraj»o oQ la nohes^e, la profnsi 'ii 
de« detail*, ne font quo par lustante dcsparatlre une trame forlo et unie. M. Motley a p'J 
ut'ndani plusiouni anni'oiii f miller lea aiohivesde la Have; dans Icur pouaaiure, il a au retinou^ei 
li'M tiia cmbitiuilloa do la diploiuatio la plus 


LIVES OF THE CHIEF JUSTICES OF ENGLAND, 

From the Nohman Conqukst to the Death of Lord Tekteediv. 

By lord CAMPBELL LL.D. 

Third Edition, 4 vols. Crown 8 yo. 6^, each. 

t 

Uniform with Campbell's ** Lives of the Lord Chancellors.'^ 
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MB. MUBBAT’8 LIST OP NEW WORKS. 


RESULTS OF CHRISTIAN MISSIONS IN INDIA. 

BY SIR BARTLE FRERE, G.C..S.I., K.C.B., D.C.L, 

Member of Ibe CouncU of ludU and President of the Royal Ueograj^hlual Society. 

Third EilUimi, Vmi 8tro. 2». 6rf. 


HISTORY OF THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH. 

From the AiKisroi.K; Timkh to the Kkforiiatiom, 1517. 

By J. CUAIGIE llOBEHTSOX, M.A., 

Canon of Caiiturbiir>', Pro/u«iwr of Ecclo«i*atUiil Illutory, Kiu/n C«»ll , TiniuUm. 

A \fic and Populnr JsiditioH, \ oi>. I. &, II. (To Ihj cori>|»I»'tc<l in 8 voIm. ) Hvo 

6s. each. 


HISTORY OF THE MODERN STYLES OF 

ARCHITECTURE. 

Bv JAMES FERfJUSSON, 1).(’.L, K.ILS,, 

Follow of the Itoyal luatituto of llrltiBh APthlU‘cU. 

Sffcnd BdUiotL With 330 Illuatmlions. Medium 8va 3!#. 6d. 


PERILS OF THE POLAR SEAS. 

STolllFi; OF ARCTIC ADVKNTrUE TOLD RY A MoTIlKR TO UKU 

CHILDREN. 

By MRS. CHISHOLM, 

Author of “ Rana ; or, Hturiva of a 

With 20 llhiBtraliona. Small 8 vo. 

Mr». Clibholm brinja down iho hLtorj’ to the dwrovm' of the n*main»of Cmrii'r and thi 
lll-fatfKl mmpaniona of Fr«nklin. An Umg m hoyi rare for hooka of adveoture, ant 
. - . thoae which arc true, ■ work of this kind will be valuable; while aa a cotnparatiTcl' 

hrief and euccipet at'count of cventa which eauiied a mYwt pntfound lenaatioo in EoflaBd in thei 
^ it haa an interett for all who admire beruiam.*'* 


THE NATURALIST IN NICARAGUA. 

A Narrative of a residence at the gold mines of chontali^s 
AND of journeys IN THE SAVANNAHS AND FORESTS; 


With OBmiavATiONs ok Animau asv 
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ME. MUEEATS LIST OP NEW WOEKS. 


DR. WM. SMITH’S ANCIENT ATLAS. 

PARTS 1. TO III. (to be competed iic Five Pabts.) 

Contents : 

The Biblical Maps are Printed in Italics. 


The. Holy Land {Northern DiiHuion). 
/liatoriral Maps of the Holy Land. 

(irerk and Phceniciun Colonies. 

Gallia. 

Itdlia Smwrior. 

Italia Inverior. 

(Jrceco after the Doric Migration. 

Grt‘(?ee at the time of the Persian Wars. 

km {A licked and Modem), 
l^hortM of the Medikrrrmean. St. PauVa 
s. To ilhifitratc Neie 7'estament. 
Pclojamnesns. With Plan of Sparta. 
SlioiTH and Island.** of the yRgcaii Sen. 
(Jrcecc at the time of the Peloponnesian 


Greece at the time of the Acha'an League. 
Empire.s of the Babylonians, Lydians, McUe.s 
and Persians. 

Em]>irc of Alexander the Great, 
j The World os known to the Ancients. 

I llispania. 

! Northern Greece — Hellas, Epirus, TliO'.- 
j saliu, Macedonia. 

I Central Gre(>ee — Attica, Ihisitia, Locri.s, 
j Ph(>cis, Doris, Mali.s. Plans of Athens 

Historical Maps of Asia Minor. 

'The Holy Land {Southern Dirmon). 

Map of Asia. To illustrate (he Old 7 
i oient and Clu.s.sical Authors. 

I 

21.V. each. 


rart.s IV. and V., coiiipletiug the Work, mv iit arly ready 


THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE UNDER 
MILITARY AND MARTIAL LAW. 

Bv CHARLKS M. CLODli, 

Of lUo Inner Temple, Burrit*tor-at-l.ii>v, and {Solicitor to the “ War Dei>artinunt." 

Second Edition. 8vo. 


UNIVERSITY SERMONS. 

PREACHED' AT CAMBRIDGE DURING THE YEARS 1845-51. 
By the late J. J. BLUNT, B.D., 

Margaret ProfiMsor of Divinity. 

Post 8vo. 6.V. 


NEW JAPAN; THE LAND OF THE RISING SUN 

Its Annals dubikq the past Twenty Years ; recording the Remarkable 

OF THE Japanese in Western Civilization. 

Bt SAMUEL MOSSMAN, 

Ac.” 



MR. MURR.WS LIST OF NEW WORKS. 


V\ 


A CHILD’S FIRST LATIN BOOK. 


A Fl'l.l. I’UAXIS <>K NOl’XS, AIMK TIVK.S, 
AXi) in:t>Nin*Ns. 


r*Y THKOrillLUS 1 ). IWLU M.A., 

Fi‘ll</W (>f UiiJvpj^iJy roUciT**. L 1*>U, an^l Author with Dr Wiu SjuUli of “ Au Ki 

hitUl Dit I.itJU » 3 i:uuUUl 


A SMALL COUNTRY HOUSE. 

A nillKF PRACTICAL DISPOPRSK oN TUP PI.AXXI NT. OK A RE^IUKXCT. 

TO ('o.ST FliMM A'i'xhi TO 

AVirn Si I'ri.KMKM.vuv F’ Iiman'- it» 

liv ROJiKUT KKlUt, AlirHITKrT, 

Aulht/r<>f ‘ Th«‘ Iji; Ill'll ticlilliMii.lij’H llonhc. " 


MONOGRAPHS PERSONAL & SOCIAL 

l?r LOUD HOrcHTOX. 

('niwn lOt. GJ, 


THE MOSEL. 


A SKRIF.S OF TWEXTV KT'.’ifl.XO.S, WITH DESfliMTI VF. I.KTTEUPIHXS. 


r»Y Eli.NKST (lEOUflE, Aucjiitkct. 


THE HARVEST OF THE SEA. 

A IHSTOKV OF HKITISH FtiOD FI.SHKil, LV^LroiNO .SKFrTCHF-S 
OF FISHERIES AND FISHEK FOLK. 

By .IAME.S 0. BEUTUAM. 

Thirtl £fttf{on, AVIth r»rt IIIimtrati<>n^. Pott Bvo. 9#. 
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MB. MUBRArS LIST OF NEW WORKS. 


HISTORY OF THE ROYAL ARTILLERY. 

COMPILED FIU»M THE ORKHXAL PFXOPDS. 

!»>v MAJOR FUAXCIS DUNCAN, H.A.. 


Sno,ul Ei^Uitni. With Portrnitn. 2 voLs. 8vo. 
* A f< \v C<ijti<‘H f*f V<»1. II. limy siill I"' ita'I 


THE LAND OF MOAB. 


TKAVELS ANI> l)l«'OVEKIE.S OX THE EAST SIDE OF THE HEAD .SKA 

AND THE JOllDAN. 

Bv ir. B. TBISTKAM, M.A., LL.l)., I’.B.S., 

(if Pdrluiin, find Antlior of “ The Land of laniol,*’ " Nutnr.d Ili-tory of tlic Tli^-lo " 

With Mai* and rial'"*. Post Svi), ir>w 


SHADOWS OF A SICK ROOM. 

SiiiaU 8\o. 2.'*. C.-A 

“A littlf Imok, I'Nidontly tho |.i**dutti<*ii of a uimi «>f (h'op and tlioioui-li jiict\, \t.t so 
ruHivatt'il that hU tlumuhtn wlu-n hinji nuK unto dositli hayo llirown into ih'tinil** 

funn, ami simpi'tl thomw'lvrH into tlmt oUUr kind of statilior, or sh *(m(‘ no\v-a-da>R sa}, of 
utiftVr <*ioqu«‘iu't', loMhich ^\o ai*' aia ustonu d in ISioilh, and in a IVw of lho.««‘ lialf-forpoll«‘n 
inustcrimvi’B of tin* Kni^linh t'hun li. 'J lu' cloquonoo, lioucvrr, not artifii iai, lait pours ilNolf 
out, ns if it wore, like poetry to a poet, the rational inode (*f expression of theniind when heafeil 
with n nenae of the neanie'-s of the Divine. There is in this volunie miuli (if the elnum 
derived hv po many minds from ‘ 11 Peiiser(*iio.’ 


THE SPEAKER’S COMMENTARY ON THE BIBLE 

EXPI.^VNATOEY AND CKITICAL. 

By bishops and CU:KCa^ OF THE ANGLICAN CHURCH. 
Edited by F. C. COOK, M.A., Canon of Exeter. 

V<>Ls. I. TO IV. Medium 8vo. 

THE MINOR WORKS OF GEORGE GROTE. 

WITH CRITICAL REMARKS ON HIS INTELLECTUAL CHARACTER, 

AVRITINGS, AND SPEECHES. 

By ALEXANDER BAIN, LLD. 

With Portrait. 8vo. 14«. 



VOL MURRAY'S LIST OF NEW WORKS. 
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PjWVERBS; OR, WORDS OF HUMAN WISDOM. 

rollecte<l and Arranged by E. S. 

With PRirvrr by I!. !\ LIDDON, ('iiimu of faulV 

8vo. Sji. 


MEMOIR OF WM. ELLIS, MISSIONARY 

IN THE SOUTH SEAS AND IN MADAGASCAR. 

By his sox. 

\ AN Estimatk of his Chahacteu and Wouk t»v Kr.v. Hrnuy Allon, D. D. 

Portrait, Svo. JO- iVf, 


THE NATURALIST ON THE RIVER AMAZONS. 

WITH SKETCHES oE IlHAZll.IAN LIFE, DriHN(J ELEVEN YEAHs 

or TRAVEL. 

Bv H. W. BATKS, F.RG.S. 

T/n'nl Edit ton, with IlUwtratioim, Post fivo. 7«. 
iiio til#* N»’W Yoluinf of Mumy’s Siws of PojMilar TmvrL ajpI 


SIGNS AND WONDERS IN THE LAND OF HAM. 

A DK‘'J nilTlON OF THE TeN Pi.\GUF.S of E<iYl*T, WITH ASolKNT 
AND MoDEKN* PAnAU.ru AND lU I'HTHATIONS. 

Br Rev. THOMAS 8. MILLINGTON, 

Vicar (rf WoodbouM Earw, Lottfbbcrrmg h. 

With Woodeuta. Post 8vo, U. M. 


The idea of tbb volume is well conceived, the obj^-cl bcinjf to ftather up from fruupnedtaty* 
recordi iUuatmtioas and con&rmationt of the truth of tho Scripture narmtive of the Jaxodua of 
loraeL and tho reeult it a very lenricoablc and intercstinf commentary for pc^olar uaa on thia 
Qortion of God’t Word.’*— 6’A*rwr/Mi« Observer. 

** An excellent example of a learned work in a poimlar fonif exhUdtiaf maiitakable ilfni 
aonad Kbolanfaip, accniate tbaolofieal kacmledtei and eximutTe tmvnW^^Churek 
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MB. MUEB.a-S IJ!5T OF NEW WOBKS. 

LECTURES ON THE GEOGRAPHY OF GREECE. 

I5f H. V. TOZKU, RIt.U.S., 

KxoterCun , Oxford; AMttioruf ** RcsoareUcw in the of Turkey.” 

Pont Svo. 

“Tlio ohji-ofrt of the work are to oiiahh* HtmlentH to form a more leul <'on<v*ption of theconntrx 
from one wlio hitn travelled ti\er most of it: to give a luief Kiiinniar\ of the principal pliwie.i’) 
eouditiotiH h\ whiih the (ireekn were intliierKaal, tiiul to **ket('h tlie roiinertton of tin* Reogniphx 
umi tiiw history.'* — jiufhnt's J'tu 



HORSE-SHOEING; 

A.S IT IS, .AND A.S IT SHnri.D UK. 
liv Wir.UAM DOrtJLA.S, 

t.tti •>( loth lluf-arK, 

Willi ( 'uloii red and Woodeiils, JNi.st Svo. 7«x. Cd, 


THE HISTORY OF ANCIENT POTTERY, 


EG\*ITIAN, ASSVKIAN, OnEKK, CTliT.Sl AK, AXD ItOMAS. 


Bv SAMl’KI. T.IUCII, LLI)., F..S.A. 

Kditiox. With e«duuicd riatc.s and 200 Wuodoiitii. 
Medium 8\o. 42.<. 

ruiform with “Mtttrvat’.s M«Hieru Pottery. ’* 


THE EXPRESSION OF THE EMOTIONS IN MAN 

AND ANIMALS. 

Bv CIIAHLICS DARWIN, F.R.S. 

£igftth Thoui^nd. With Illiwlrntions. Crown Svo. 12#. 


AT HOME WITH THE PATAGONIANS. 

A YEAR’S WANDERINGS OVER VNTRODDEN GROUND FROM THE 
STRAITS OF MAGELLAN TO THE RIO NEGRO. 




Bt CAPT. G. CHAWORTH MUSTEIiS, RX. 
Steimd JSStft/uMi. With llloAtrations. Post Svo. 7f. td. 
Forming a Volume of Murray’s Popular Travels and Adventures,” 



MR. MURRAY'S LIST OU NEW WORKS. 


^THE PERSONAL LIFE OF GEORGE GROTE, 

HISTORIAN OK GREECE. 

CoMTiLKi) nioM Family I)«m i mrsts, Piuvatk Mkmokam»\, am» Uuiwinal 

l.iTTFi:" lo \M* ruoM Vahioi's Fiiirsii'. 

llv MRS. (GIOTE. 

I. IVrtrnit. .‘'VO. l‘.N. 


THE GEOLOGICM EVIDENCES OF THE 
ANTIQUITY OF MAN. 


ILI DINIJ AN OLTUNK OF OLAl’IAL roST-TKKTIAHV (;FohO(;V, 
AND IIKMAKKS ON THK UHKDN oK Sl’KriKS, 


Mini 8ri:< uf. i:KFn:r\f f ro min.h kilkt am kah \n< i; on jhk F.vniu. 


Rv SIR CHARLES LYKIJ,, K.R.S. 

Fourth /?-•»•< voA lilustnitioim. 8vo. 

“The Kiuni Pali \s «lrvott il to the ‘(Jtm/M.h ai. Mi mori m.m <iK M \n.* 

“The Sn‘oM> Pvui on the j\l on t)>e 

whether man ia j»re*j'la<*ial or |.<|. 

“The Tniiti) I'AIJT treats of the ‘Olii.in of Si'i.f It*-’ with refereme to ‘Man’m 
Pl\< K IN NA'irnU*'’ — A/'thnr* Ptrjiu-i-, 


SOCIETY IN FRANCE BEFORE THE 
REVOLUTION OF 1789. 

AND UN THE CAUSES WHICH LED TO THAT EVENT. 

By ALEXIS DE TOCQUEVILLK, 

Moti)t.per of the Freneb Academy. 

Translated by HENRY REEVE, D.C.L. 

New EdUiatif containing Additional Cliaptera. 8 ro. ] 4 a. 


NOTES OF THOUGHT. 

By TDE LATB CHARLES BUXTON, M.P. 
rNMdsd hy • BkigrqihiGad Sketch. By REV. LLEWELLYN DAVIES, M.A. 

Portrait* Crows $to. lOi. (W. 
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MB. MUBBAY’S LIST OF NEW WOBKS. 


HANDBOOK TO THE WELSH CATHEDRALS, 

LI,.VNIJAFF, ST. DAVID'S, BAXOOfi, ASD ST. A.SAI’H. 

Bv It. J. KING, B.A. 

>,1111101111** lllu.sliatioiih fioin *>ri*5irial Drawing.'* and Photogi'aplis. Crown 8vu, ir*A. 

roMn.KIlN*! IMF. < ArilKl»KAI.x OK i:Ni;l.AM> AMI W.VI.F>. 

LETTERS, LECTURES, AND REVIEWS. 

IMLI DLNU me rHKOXTISTEBION, on OXFORD i.v the l»ni CENTCRV. 

Bv H. L. MANSKL, D.D., 

Dowi of St Paul’B, aiifl Author of “ Tlio Limits of liclit'i*''''* 'Ihoiight EMiuiii 

Eoited by HENRY W. CHANDLER, M.A., 
rtntbroke College, Oxford. 

8vo. 

RECORDS OF THE ROCKS; 

aRUIEii OF J^OTES ON 

THE CJEOLODY, NATURAL HISTORY, AND ANTIQUITIES OF NORTH 
AND SOUTH WALFA DEVON, AND CORNWAI.L 

By rev. W. «. SYMONDS, F.G.S. 

With numerous lllustration.s. Crown 8yo. 

THE TONGUE NOT ESSENTIAL TO SPEECH 

WITH ILLUSTRATIONS OF THE POW'ER OF SPEECH IN 
THE CASE OF “THE AFRICAN CONFFiJSORS.” 

By the HON. EDWARD TAVTSLETON. 

Post Svo. C.i. 

ETRUSCAN INSCRIPTIONS. 

ANALYZED, TRANSLATED, AND COMMENTED UPON. 

By the earl OF CRAWFORD AND BALCARUES, 

Author of LiTe* of the Xiudsays," ** Progrenskin by Antagontam,* 


070. ISf. 


MB. MURE.VY’S LIST OF NKW WORKS. 19 

THE LONGEVITY OF MAN; ITS FACTS AND 

ITS FICTIONS. 

Ini I.UUSO an Ksgi'IRY into some OV the MoKK KEMAttKAttUE In>j.vnua ash 
KuR Ti>iiM; Kmru) Casks, Ii.iintiiaikh ny KxAMrihs. 

Hv WILLIAM .L THOMS, F.S.A. 

y Iibr.irl.»n 
8 vi*. 

THE LETTERS AND JOURNALS OF THE LATE 

EARL OF ELGIN, 

COVKHXOK (»F CAXADA, lUilTISH KNVOY TO CHINA, .\M) 
GOVEUNOK-GKNEUAL OF INDIA. 

Edited uv THEODORE WALUOND, CML 

8 v<l 


THE EASTERN CAUCASUS, THE CASPIAN, 

AND BLACK SEAS. 

AMI THE FliONTIKUS OK I’KKSIA and TCUKEV. 

By LIEUT.-GEN. SIR ARTHUR ( UNYXGHAME, KX’.B. 

Map and Illustralions, 8vo. 


THE BENGAL FAMINE. 

HOW IT WILL HE MKT, AND HOW TO PKEVENT FCTUKE FAMINE 

IX IXDIA. 

BY SIR BAUTLK EUERE, G.C.S.I., K.C.R, D.I .L, 

Member «f tbe IndUn Cotindt. 


With MaTH. Crown 8vo. fia. 
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MR. MURRAY’S TJST OF NEW WORKS. 


THE NATIONAL MEMORIAL TO 
THE PRINCE CONSORT AT KENSINGTON. 


Il.i.i'MK.VTKU by l!4 Eii|(ravinjp» iu SI»*zzoliiit, Cojimrs ‘••‘•I Wood, of the Mouu- 
mrnt, its ArchiU'r.tuir, Dcror.itiouh; Seulptmvd (iinuiK, Statu«*s, MoswiIi m, Mutul-work, 
Ao., dcMiguod and executed by the uio-st eiiiiueiit IJritish artists. With Descriptive Text. 

Rv hOVXE (’. RKLI.. 


Ftilio. 


Al- 1-f., (u' Sj^ > Kt/ (\‘fH I s /;/ hill ii>in If (’Mj t'18 16>. 


A BRIEF MEMOIR OF 
THE PRINCESS CHARLOTTE OF WALES. 


WITH SKLKrTlUNS FROM IIKU n)Uin':.Sl’ONDKXCK AND OTllEli 

rNrUlHdSllKD 1‘ArKILS. 


HY THE LADY ROSE WEIGALL. 


New Edition. All nri^idul IVntrait by Stewart. 


JVst Sea. Sif. 6fl. 


ROMANO LAVO-LIL; 


WOKD-IU)OK OF THE JtO.MANV, OK ENOLISH OYrSY LANGUAGE; 

AVilli iminy pieoes in GYr>Y illustrative of the way of sjH'akin^; and thinking of the 
Enumsm *(fVr.siK.>. ; also Si*f.<'Imi:nh of their ruKiiiv, and an Account of certain 
Gyisyiih'.s, or places inhabited by them, Ac. 


Hy ceuikh: houuuw, 

Avitlmr nf “ The 11 Y|«ics of SiMiii," “ 'riic Uih!c in kc. 

Tost Svo. lO.s. Od. 


PERSONAL RECOLLECTIONS, FROM EARLY 

LIFE TO OLD AGE. 

Bv UAUY BOMKUVILLE. 

WITH SELECTIONS FKOU IIEK C’OllRESPONDENC'E. 

Ediild kv her Dauumteu, 

Fourth TluntsamL Portrait. Crown 8j.o. 125. 


, A CO., riuKiTiw, 





